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The Practice of Authorship When	Roland	Barthes	published	The	Death	of	the	Author	in	1967,	he	described	authorship	as	‘the	epitome	and	culmination	of	capitalist	ideology’	(1977,	p.142).	In	the	time	since,	the	sociologist	Eve	Chiapello	has	critiqued	the	individualism	inherent	within	notions	of	the	‘artist	genius’	as	‘aristocratic’	(2004,	p.588)	whilst,	in	a	similar	vein,	Foucault	writes	in	‘What	is	an	Author?’	that	such	identities	constitute	the	‘privileged	moment	of	individualization	in	the	history	of	ideas,	knowledge,	literature,	philosophy,	and	the	sciences’	(2008,	p.281).	These	descriptions	are,	as	Chiapello	continues,	rooted	in	a	variety	of	challenges	to	the	author’s	status	as	an	individual.	As	she	notes,	sociologists	have	drawn	attention	to	the	social	structures	that	support	the	creative	process,	whilst	thinkers	in	the	Marxist	tradition	have	chosen	to	emphasize	the	totality	of	the	labour	involved	in	the	production	of	art.		In	spite	of	such	criticism	of	what	is,	in	its	essential	prioritization	of	the	individual,	the	capitalist	identity	par	excellence,	most	forms	of	art	practice	continue	to	operate	systems	of	attribution	and	recognition	that	identify	discrete	units	of	authorship	in	such	a	way,	either	by	ascribing	the	role	to	a	sole	artist	or	a	clearly	defined	collective.		As	an	intervention	into	such	practices,	throughout	the	summer	of	2012	I	developed	six	new	interventions	and	performances	which,	upon	their	performance,	had	their	authorship	gifted	to	six	other	artists.	Through	this	act	of	gifting,	all	future	rights	of	presentation	and	adaptation	of	the	work	were	transferred	to	the	artist,	meaning	that,	if	they	wanted,	they	could	re-present	the	piece	in	its	entirety	(as	two	of	the	artists	went	on	to	do),	or	reuse	elements	of	it	in	











Beginnings (Methodologies and Rationales) Some	scholars	conceptualise	collaborative	modes	of	devising	as	a	reaction	to	the	questioning	of	authorship	arising	from	Barthes’	work	on	the	death	of	the	author.		The	history	of	devising	from	the	1970s	that	Govan,	Nicholson	and	Normington	(2007)	present	traces	a	shift	from	when	such	methods	were	used	to	criticise	the	authority	of	the	playwright	and	director,	to	a	more	contemporary	economic	and	creative	practicality	in	which	skill-sharing	and	the	division	of	responsibilities	exemplify	the	‘unstable,	short	term,	[and]	flexible’	working	conditions	identified	as	the	hallmarks	of	post-Fordist	production	(Zoran	and	Vukovic,	2013,	p.2).	
With	well	recognised	artistic	directors	heading	up	pioneering	devising	companies	such	as	Forced	Entertainment,	The	Wooster	Group	and	The	Living	


























Accumulation and Symbolic Capitalism Reflecting	on	thirty	years	of	writing	practice,	Pierre	Bourdieu	notes	that	a	significant	theme	throughout	his	work	is	a	consideration	of	the	manner	by	which	symbolic	capital	operates	as	a	conduit	for	power	within	any	given	field	(be	that	the	‘capital’	manifest	in	those	objects	that	have	a	particular	symbolic	status,	the	people	an	individual	has	relationships	with,	or	even	the	manner	by	which	an	individual	presents	themselves	physically).	He	writes	that:		…	struggles	for	recognition	are	a	fundamental	dimension	of	social	life	and	that	what	is	at	stake	in	them	is	the	accumulation	of	a	particular	form	of	capital,	honour	in	the	sense	of	reputation	and	prestige,	and	that	there	is,	therefore,	a	specific	logic	behind	the	accumulation	of	symbolic	capital.	(1994,	p.22)	In	the	field	of	performance,	this	symbolic	capital	is	accrued	in	a	range	of	ways,	a	partial	description	of	which	is	only	possible	here.	Nevertheless,	such	gains	are	identifiable	through	association	with	particular	individuals;10	by	being	supported	by	particular	organisations	/	funding	bodies	(or	gaining	a	qualification	from	one);11	by	demonstrating	certain	skills	or	talents	that	are	appropriate	to	the	socio-temporal	field	in	which	they	are	produced	(virtuosity	in	the	broadest	sense);	or	by	presenting	work	that	makes	particular	kinds	of	comment	(and	for																																																																																																																																																																community,	it	is	worth	drawing	attention	to	the	fact	that	The	Horse's	Teeth,	and	this	writing,	are	being	utilised	in	my	attempts	to	gain	a	PhD.		10	These	associations	Bourdieu	describes	as	social	capital,	or	'social	obligations	('connections')'.	To	draw	attention	to	this,	in	The	Horse's	Teeth,	since	'such	personal	aspects	of	curation	and	production	are	often	hidden	from	view...	each	person	involved	in	the	Horse's	Teeth	has	been	asked	to	write	two	sentences	on	their	relationship	with	everyone	else	who	is	taking	part’	(Giving	in	to	Gift,	2012a).	These	sentences	were	then	mapped	on	a	diagram	and	made	public	on	the	project	website.	11	Aside	from	the	financial	gains	of	funding,	there	is	the	symbolic	gain	of	being	'worth'	giving	money	to.	

























































The Disguises of the Author  As	a	project	funded	by	Arts	Council	England	and	partnered	with	the	Bluecoat	in	Liverpool,	The	Horse’s	Teeth	was,	in	its	relationship	to	funding	organisations	and	institutional	frameworks	embedded	in	dominant	modes	of	subsidised	theatre	production.	To	a	degree,	conventional	notions	of	authorship	were	also	maintained	in	that	I	used	a	singular	name	(my	own)	on	the	application,	was	the	primary	contact	for	both	the	Bluecoat	and	the	Arts	Council	and,	although	the	authorship	was	transferred,	it	remained	attributable	to	a	discrete	and	singular	identity	(the	recipient’s).	Arguably,	instead	of	acknowledging	that	the	authorship	of	the	works	in	
The	Horse’s	Teeth	had	been	gifted	at	all,	a	more	direct	challenge	could	have	been	mounted	on	the	tendency	towards	the	accumulation	of	capital	that	lies	within	normative	practices	of	authorship	had	my	identity	been	completely	hidden.	Yet	this	may	not	have	been	the	most	efficacious	tactic.	Those	encountering	the	work	would	still	be	approaching	it	from	within	those	normative	modes,	and	have	certain	expectations	on	how	authorship	should	be	encountered.	In	other	words,	either	the	recipient	artists	would	be	assumed	to	be	the	author	in	the	conventional	sense	if	my	contribution	was	completely	concealed	but	they	were	still	named,	or	-	if	the	work	was	presented	completely	anonymously	-	to	know	that	an	author	exists	(by	merit	of	an	encounter	with	the	work),	but	not	know	






















































Economies with Emotion As	noted,	the	lived	subjectivity	of	the	non-capitalised	author	includes	the	emotional	affect	that	accompanies	the	encounters,	acts	and	thoughts	that	make	up	the	creative	process.	When	the	capitalised	Author	is	emphasised,	this	emotional	aspect	is	often	passed	over,	in	much	the	same	way	that	the	emotions	that	accompany	the	giving	of	gifts	will	often	be	ignored	in	critical	analysis	of	the	phenomenon	(for	typically,	from	Mauss’	analysis	onwards,	it	is	the	implicit	exchange	that	remains	the	focus,	any	affective	response	is	subsidiary,	if	mentioned	at	all).		Neither	is	the	propensity	towards	devaluing	emotional	content	to	be	found	solely	in	these	places.	Indeed,	as	Sara	Ahmed	suggests,	it	can	be	seen	in	critical	thought	more	generally.	She	notes	that	the	common	assumption	is	that:	To	be	passive	is	to	be	enacted	upon,	as	a	negation	that	is	already	felt	as	

























































































The Successful Gift In	the	previous	chapter,	by	acknowledging	the	affective	aspects	within	the	gift	transaction,	the	manner	by	which	the	gift	acts	to	bridge	the	gap	between	singular	identities	was	identified.	By	presenting	individual	selfhood	as	neither	discrete	nor	self-contained,	but	instead	as	a	subject	with	amorphous	borders	that	contains	the	other,	both	the	gift	and	authorship	were	seen	to	refuse	to	settle	into	a	component	of	singular	identity,	and	thus,	single	ownership.		Developing	further	understanding	of	the	gift’s	operation,	this	chapter	asks	how	we	might	be	able	to	identify	a	gift	as	successful,	and	in	particular	posits	that,	if	a	performance	can	be	understood	as	gift,	then	how	might	such	performance	be	deemed	a	successful	gift?	To	this	end,	the	mechanics	of	such	gifts	are	explored	with	a	particular	emphasis	on	the	relationship	of	the	audience	and	the	performer.	Some	gifts	(of	performance	and	otherwise)	significantly	bridge	the	gap	between	subjectivities;	they,	and	the	person	that	gives	them,	occupy	a	particularly	conspicuous	place	in	consciousness.	They	mean	more	than	other	gifts.		However	I	would	argue	that	gifts	of	such	significance	are	not	in	and	of	themselves	a	success;	it’s	possible	that	a	gift’s	impact	is	due	to	a	sense	of	disappointment	felt	upon	its	reception.	Whilst	these	gifts	have	an	effect	(they	do	not	fail	in	the	same	way	as	an	unnoticed	gift	might	be	said	to	fail),	this	chapter	argues	that	a	successful	gift	has	a	particular	kind	of	consequence,	one	that	is	recognised	as	positively	reinforcing	the	bond	between	the	giver	and	recipient	in	















The Roles played by the Audience  For	practical	acknowledgement	of	the	active	role	that	the	audience	has	in	determining	a	gift’s	quality,	the	opening	scene	in	The	Kindness	of	Strangers	is	useful.	As	the	performance	begins,	the	audience	enter	and,	whilst	they	orientate	themselves	within	the	space,25	a	text,	projected	on	a	large	screen,	provides	some	autobiographical	contextualisation	of	both	my	bone	marrow	transplant	and	my	first	encounter	with	A	Streetcar	Named	Desire	(the	two	incidents	took	place																																																									25		 At	the	start,	and	for	much	of	the	performance,	there	is	no	area	specified	for	the	audience.	They	move	among	the	performance	space	alongside	myself	as	performer.		
















































































The Saturated Phenomenon  As	with	any	gift,	part	of	that	which	determines	the	success	of	a	performance	is	the	manner	by	which	it	generates	a	bond	between	audience	and	performer.	To	achieve	this	it	needs	to	be	excessive,	it	needs	to	spill	over	the	frame	that	contains	it.		Bone	marrow	is	so	exemplary	as	gift	because	what	is	given	is	so	much	more	than	just	a	bag	of	bio-matter;	it	is	potentially	decades	of	life.	‘A	gift	that	does	not	run	over	its	borders,	a	gift	that…	let[s]	itself	be	contained	in	a	determination	and	limited	by	the	indivisibility	of	an	identifiable	trait	would	not	be	a	gift.	As	soon	as	it	delimits	itself,	a	gift	is	prey	to	calculation	and	measure’	(Derrida,	1992,	p.91).	Some	gifts	–	baby	showers,	wedding	presents,	Christmas	gifts	–	can	fail	because	although	they	fulfil	the	cultural	demand	for	a	gift	to	be	made,	this	requirement	is	all	they	are,	they	do	not	exceed	their	cultural	frame.	They	risk	being	what	Dilnot,	after	Adorno,	identifies	as	the	gift-article;	an	item	that	is	‘like	a	simulacrum,	a	thing	which	is	almost	not	a	thing	(as	with	the	"gift	book,"	for	example,	which	is	a	book	that	is	very	nearly	not	a	book)’	(Dilnot,	1993,	p.146).		In	addition	to	this	cultural	excess,	the	gift	should	also	exceed	one’s	subjective	experience;	the	gift	should	not	be	ordinary,	for	‘[w]hat	is	ordinary,	familiar	or	usual	often	resists	being	perceived	by	consciousness.	It	becomes	taken	for	granted,	as	the	background	that	we	do	not	even	notice,	and	which	





















































The Unknown Gift The	location	of	affirmative	value	in	negative	experience	is	not	necessarily	always	apparent,	and	is	rarely	available	at	first.	Nevertheless,	as	argued	by	Braidotti,	it	can	be	done.	These	‘gifts’	of	traumatic	experience,	like	the	appreciation	of	the	heightened	viscerality	and	awareness	of	mortality	that	my	bone	marrow	transplant	sometimes	provides,	reflect	an	essential	aspect	of	gift	in	a	broader	sense.	The	gift	cannot	be	known	straight	away,	its	excessive	nature	refuses	to	allow	it	to	be	contained	within	the	moment	in	which	it	is	given.	The	successful	gift	oscillates	between	being	known	and	unknown.		This	is	perhaps	one	of	the	reasons	why,	in	Western	and	Asian	cultures,	we	wrap	gifts;	it	is	done	in	order	to	maximise	their	unknown	quality.	In	The	Kindness	
of	Strangers	a	performative	variation	of	gift-wrap	was	utilised	when	I	called	upon	the	help	of	the	audience	to	complete	the	performance.		In	this	section,	I	called	upon	‘the	kindness	of	strangers’	in	the	performance	space	with	me	by	giving	individuals	within	the	audience	written	instructions	that	directed	them	to	each	undertake	a	particular	action.	I	did	not	simply	give	them	the	instructions	though.	Rather,	the	requests	were	given	out	in	two	stages;	the	first	directed	the	audience	to	a	location	in	the	performance	space	where	they	then	encountered	another	set	of	instructions	(and	any	related	props)	for	the	actual	action.		By	sharing	the	directions	in	this	way,	the	audience	were	encouraged	to	engage	more	fully	with	what	was	given	(which,	in	effect,	was	a	request	for	them	to	collectively	take	on	the	responsibility	for	the	performance	for	a	short	while).	The	use	of	an	envelope	for	the	first	set	of	directions	was	akin	to	gift-wrap;	it	










































Being Thankful: Gratitude, Debt and Applause Should	the	complexities	of	gift	giving	be	successfully	negotiated,	then	the	cultural	norms	of	the	gift	transaction	demand	that	some	form	of	acknowledgement,	in	the	form	of	thanks,	is	given	to	mark	the	reception	of	the	gift.	In	performance,	if	the	transaction	is	completed	satisfactorily,	thanks	are	usually	offered	through	applause,	which	is	then,	in	turn,	acknowledged	by	the	performer	giving	a	bow.		
The	Kindness	of	Strangers	was,	as	I	acknowledged	in	my	opening	monologue,	very	much	concerned	with	ideas	of	thank	you:	

























































Beside Economy - Locating Gift and the Arts in Capitalism When	applause	(as	gratitude)	is	understood	as	a	form	of	reciprocation,	when	it	is	seen	as	a	return	gift	given	from	the	audience	to	the	performer,	then	a	question	arises	about	how	money,	in	the	form	of	the	ticket	price,	operates	in	the	theatrical	encounter.		What	room	is	available	for	finance	in	a	closed	system	of	reciprocation?		This	chapter	proposes	that	both	art	and	gift	sit	uneasily	within	systems	of	finance;	that	each,	when	‘successful’,	refuses	to	be	readily	quantified	and	so	escapes	easy	translation	into	monetary	value.	As	I	will	explain,	both	possess	the	quality	Ivan	Illich	identifies	as	the	‘blessing’.		Nevertheless,	art	does	exist	within	financial	systems;	artists	do	get	paid	for	their	work	(sometimes)	in	order	to	survive	under	capitalism;	and	therefore	the	manner	in	which	money	interacts	with	these	blessings	needs	to	be	considered.	Just	as	the	anthropologist	Michèle	de	la	Pradelle	notes	that	there	is	much	more	than	economics	at	play	in	financial	interactions,	‘that	market	exchange	is	itself	a	social	relation	of	a	certain	type’	(de	La	Pradelle,	2006,	p.5),	so	does	the	capital	that	can	be	harnessed	by	the	gift	have	a	relationship	to	finance.	To	reiterate	Bourdieu’s	interest	in	how	‘the	different	types	of	capital	(or	power,	which	amounts	to	the	same	thing)	change	into	one	another’	(Bourdieu,	1986,	p.47),	the	gift,	as	a	vehicle	for	cultural	capital,	has	a	clear	relationship	to	finance.	As	I	will	propose,	the	manner	by	which	this	relationship	is	understood,	the	relationship	between	the	economy	and	the	fundamentally	non-economic,	determines	and	is	determined	by	the	place	that	the	arts	hold	in	the	broader	culture;	the	way	in	
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which	they	are	valued.	Such	analysis	brings	me	back	to	Illich,	in	particular	his	thinking	on	waste,	and	how	Bataille’s	writing	on	the	‘accursed	share’	also	provides	insight	into	controversial	expenditure	that	is	‘wasted’	on	the	arts.	Having	taken	a	broad	view	of	arts	funding,	the	focus	shifts	to	the	specifics	of	how	funding,	in	the	form	of	sponsorship,	operates.	Drawing	on	ideas	of	authorship	that	were	developed	in	Chapter	1,	and	introducing	Margaret	Davies’	queer	theory	of	property,	I	explore	how	the	sponsor’s	gifts	affect	the	authorship/ownership	of	artistic	work	and	what	is	at	stake	for	a	corporation	in	such	arrangements	(namely	capital,	authenticity	and	propriety).	Such	arrangements	are	then	considered	from	the	perspective	of	the	sponsored	art	institution,	with	Bourdieu’s	theorising	on	the	plenipotentiary	used	to	explain	how	key	figures	within	the	institution	manage	controversial	sponsorship,	and	how	activists	counter	it.	My	focus	here	is	on	contemporary	disputes	around	oil	sponsorship	and	what	companies	such	as	BP	introduce	alongside	the	money	that	they	gift	to	arts	institutions.	In	particular,	the	work	of	the	activist	group	Liberate	Tate	is	explored.	The	chapter	concludes	by	tackling	the	problematics	of	blueprinting	within	funding	systems;	the	manner	by	which	each	system	demands	that	quantifiable	results	are	proposed	before	the	work	is	even	begun.	
Finance Capital and the Blessing Since	the	financial	crash	of	2008,	austerity	has	been	the	dominant	UK	economic	strategy,	bringing	with	it	significant	uncertainty	around	the	arts.36																																																									36		 Whilst	some	claim	that	the	Conservative	policy	on	austerity	ended	with	the	sacking	of	George	Osborne	after	the	Brexit	vote,	and	the	poor	result	for	the	Conservatives	in	the	2017	General	Election	has	put	further	pressure	on	a	shift	in	policy,	to	date	the	only	confirmed	change	been	the	decision	to	abandon	the	goal	of	eliminating	the	deficit	by	2020.	(Ahmed,	2016)	
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State	support	and	local	councils	have	repeatedly	seen	budgets	cut,	and	artists	and	institutions	have	been	put	under	growing	pressure	to	seek	out	corporate	and	other	forms	of	financial	support	to	supplement	state	provision.		Although	this	means	there	may	have	been	an	increase	in	the	range	of	sources	for	arts	funding,	what	is	striking	about	funding,	regardless	of	where	it	comes	from,	is	the	clear	demarcation	expected	between	the	giver,	the	receiver	and	the	gift	itself.	Whilst	these	elements	do	still,	as	in	any	gift	exchange,	intersect,	blur	and	become	somewhat	indistinct,	the	boundaries	between	the	various	gift	components	are	more	than	typically	marked	in	funding	systems.	Suspicion	that	a	funder	is	interfering	with	an	artist’s	process	is	met	with	disapproval;	artists	are	expected	to	have	a	distant	relationship	with	their	funder.	In	arts	funding,	the	gift	is	expected	to	leave	the	giver	behind	before	it	reaches	the	artist	recipient,	meaning	that	the	artwork	is	unaffected	by	the	funder’s	desires	(even	if,	as	I	argue	in	this	chapter,	the	manner	by	which	the	gift	operates	means	that	that	will	rarely	be	the	case	in	practice).37	Both	the	arts	and	the	gift	prove	something	of	an	unwieldy	fit	within	usual	economic	models.	This	is	not	to	say	that	they	cannot	be	found	as	commodities;	it	is	common	for	both	to	be	found	for	sale	and	yet,	nevertheless,	there	are	aspects	of	gift	and	performance	(and	performance	as	the	successful	gift)	that	prove	problematic	for	capitalist	systems.	Both	a	major	contributor	to	the	success	of	capitalism	whilst	also	a	significant	flaw	within	it	is	the	manner	by	which	phenomena	(experiences,	goods																																																									37		 In	comparison,	the	gift	of	performance	allows	for	a	relatively	ready	intermingling	of	the	three	entities.	For	instance,	in	The	Kindness	of	Strangers,	as	an	autobiographical	work	my	own	life	and	identity	intermingled	freely	with	the	gifted	performance,	whilst	the	gift	recipients	–	the	participating	audience	members	–	also	contributed	in	a	direct	way	to	the	gift’s	formation.	
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maker	undertakes	is	potentially	contradictory	to	Illich’s	call	–	their	careers	do	have	economic	implications,	they	refer	to	‘needs’	and	‘resources’,	make	‘decisions’	based	on	‘feedback’	and	will	look	to	‘develop’	(new	work,	their	skillset,	a	career),	this	does	not	feel	integral	to	the	experience	of	theatre	itself,	especially	in	the	action	of	successful	performance	gifts	as	presented	in	the	last	chapter.	Rather,	these	are	the	demands	that	capitalist	cultural	production	makes	of	those	who	wish	to	make	theatre.	In	a	similar	way	it	could	(somewhat	belligerently)	be	argued	that	the	growing	of	tomatoes	can	be	understood	as	an	act	rooted	in	productivity,	and	hence	is	also	not	a	blessing.	However,	the	affirmative	affect	of	these	acts	(growing	tomatoes	and	making	the	successful	performance	gift)	does	not	lie	in	the	productivity	of	the	tomato	garden	or	the	performer’s	career	path.	Instead,	these	productive	aspects	are	supplementary	and,	should	they	become	dominant,	act	to	actually	diminish	the	blessing.	Illich	does	not	provide	a	concrete	description	of	what	a	blessing	is,	defining	it	through	examples	–	as	above	–	or	by	stating	what	it	is	not,	‘something	economic	language	cannot	grasp	but	only	corrupt’	(ibid.).	In	spite	of	this,	blessings	feel	readily	knowable	–	they	are	the	moments	of	joy,	pleasure	or	affirmative	reflection	experienced	in	and	of	the	moment.	They	refuse	to	be	identified	as	capital	for	later	use	(or	lose	their	status	as	a	blessing	if	they	are	transformed	in	such	a	way);	when	conceptualised	as	gift,	they	have	something	of	the	saturated	phenomenon	about	them	(though	Marion’s	excessive	phenomena	are	affectively	diverse,	they	need	not	be	experienced	as	a	‘good’).	In	Lone	Twin’s	performance	work	Ghost	Dance,	two	performers	(usually,	though	not	always,	Greg	Whelan	and	Gary	Winters)	dance	a	slow	line	dance,	
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He	continues:	…	there	are	forms	of	value	which	cannot	be	adequately	quantified,	counted,	measured,	or	expressed	in	monetary	terms.	This	is	an	ontological	and	an	epistemological	claim,	of	a	particular	sort,	but	it	gets	at	certain	key	experiences	of	human	life	––	of	beauty,	for	example,	or	of	belonging,	or	of	the	sacred.	There	are	reasons	why	it	might	be	considered	improper	to	build	a	Sainsburys	on	a	cemetery,	and	these	extend	beyond	the	possible	bumpiness	of	the	ground,	or	that	it	might	be	cheaper	to	do	it	elsewhere.	Similarly,	the	value	of	preserving	ancient	monuments	extends	beyond	a	calculation	as	to	whether	they	are	profitable	as	tourist	attractions.	(ibid.)	It	is	exactly	this,	the	acknowledgement	that	there	are	value	sets	outside	the	range	of	conventional	economic	expression,	that	neoliberalism,	as	‘a	set	of	economic,	political	and	cultural	policies	and	strategies	deployed	with	the	aim	of	strengthening	the	hegemony	of	capitalism’	(di	Bernado,	2016,	p.10),	denies.	In	George	Osborne’s	2015	spending	review,	whilst	his	decision	to	maintain	Arts	Council	England	(ACE)	funding	at	current	levels	when	savage	cuts	were	expected	could	be	welcomed	(BBC,	2015b),	what	is	concerning	is	that	he	justified	this	by	noting	that	‘deep	cuts	in	the	small	budget	of	the	Department	of	Culture,	Media	and	Sport	are	a	false	economy’	(Robinson,	2015).	Such	an	attitude	is	clearly	a	development	of	the	position	articulated	two	years	earlier	by	then	Culture	Secretary	Maria	Miller	that	‘...	our	focus	must	be	on	culture's	economic	impact...	I	need	you	all	to	accept	this	fundamental	premise,	and	work	with	me	to	develop	the	argument’	(BBC,	2013).	Osborne	continued	with	the	somewhat	surprising	claim	that	for	every	billion	pounds	invested	in	the	arts	(or	the	more	expansive	
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valuation;	just	as	I	am	proposing	that	a	crucial	element	of	the	performance	gift	has	to	refuse	conventional	economic	understanding.	Many	aspects	of	contemporary	life	sit	awkwardly	within	capitalism,	and	Sandel	explains	that	such	resistance	happens	for	two	reasons.		Firstly,	the	market	is	not	the	impassive,	value-neutral	system	that	it	is	often	presented	as:	…	markets	don't	only	allocate	goods:	they	also	express	and	promote	certain	attitudes	toward	the	goods	being	exchanged.	Paying	kids	to	read	books	might	get	them	to	read	more,	but	also	teach[es]	them	to	regard	reading	as	a	chore	rather	than	a	source	of	intrinsic	satisfaction.	Auctioning	seats	in	the	freshman	class	to	the	highest	bidders	might	raise	revenue	but	also	erode[s]	the	integrity	of	the	college	and	the	value	of	its	diploma.	Hiring	foreign	mercenaries	to	fight	our	wars	might	spare	the	lives	of	our	citizens	but	corrupt[s]	the	meaning	of	citizenship.	(p.9)	Sandel	describes	this	as	the	‘corruption	objection’,	and	in	the	current	context,	it	could	be	seen	if	someone	is	paid	to	choose	a	gift	for	a	loved	one	on	another’s	behalf	or	when	an	oil	company	sponsors	an	artwork	or	performance	series.	The	other	moral	limit	to	markets	that	Sandel	proposals	is	‘the	fairness	objection’,	which	‘asks	about	the	inequality	that	market	choices	may	reflect’	(p.110).	Such	an	objection	is	invoked	when	state	support	for	the	arts	is	justified	by	noting	that	the	market	alone	will	not	support	a	healthy	arts	ecology:	sponsors	will	prioritise	sponsoring	the	largest	theatres,	only	those	in	privileged	positions	will	be	able	to	access	the	training	and	resources	necessary	for	a	sustainable	
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artistic	career,	and	–	in	an	extreme	form	-	only	profitable	artistic	ventures	will	be	undertaken.	Writing	specifically	on	the	gift,	Sandel	explains	that	in	standard	economic	reasoning,	the	best	gift	would	always	be	cash.	This	would	enable	the	gift	recipient	to	choose	their	own	gift,	maximising	their	utility	and	joy	from	it,	and	ensure	that	their	own	preference	is	most	completely	met.40	However,	such	monetary	gifts	fall	somewhat	short	of	how	I	have	defined	the	successful	gift.	Whilst	these	gifts	can	be	transformed	into	anything	that	the	market	might	provide,	the	recipient	decides	what	that	transformation	might	entail.	The	standardised	nature	of	money	means	such	gifts	are	‘known’	in	advance,	there	is	little	possibility	that	the	recipient	will	intuit	something	from	such	gifts	that	is	in	excess	of	what	is	intended;	a	monetary	gift	is	unlikely	to	be	experienced	as	a	saturated	phenomenon.	If	anything,	it	is	the	giver	who	is	more	likely	to	experience	it	as	such,	the	gift	is	more	unknowable	from	their	perspective;	in	fact	it	is	possible	that	it	will	be	they	who	feel	delight	on	seeing	what	the	recipient	actually	buys.	Monetary	gifts	also	disregard	the	intervention	into	identity	that	the	successful	gift	instigates.	Whilst	a	sum	of	money	might	be	an	appropriate	gift	for	a	distant	cousin	who	is	getting	married,	or	a	ten	pound	note	in	an	envelope	might	be	suitable	when	given	by	a	grandparent	to	a	child	whose	everyday	activity	and	interests	they	largely	have	no	awareness	of,	to	give	money	to	a	partner	or	a	close																																																									40	 In	his	critique	of	this	notion,	Sandel	refers	to	the	work	of	the	economist	Joel	Waldfogel,	who	has	undertaken	significant	research	into	what	he	describes	as	‘the	economic	inefficiency	of	gift	giving’.	He	investigated	this	by	asking	‘gift	recipients	to	estimate	the	monetary	value	of	the	gifts	they've	received,	and	the	amount	they	would	have	been	willing	to	pay	for	them.	His	conclusion:	“We	value	items	we	receive	as	gifts	20	percent	less,	per	dollar	spent,	than	items	we	buy	for	ourselves."’	(Sandel,	2012,	p.99)	
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friend	does	not	suggest	the	intimate	knowledge	that	such	relationships	are	assumed	to	entail.	Having	established	some	of	the	ways	by	which	theatre,	in	common	with	the	gift,	has	certain	key	characteristics	that	are	incompatible	with	the	market,	it	is	important	to	emphasise	again	that	neither	is	entirely	distinct	from	economy.	In	a	society	dominated	by	capitalist	principals,	it	is	inevitable	that	they	will	intersect	with	finance	in	a	multitude	of	sites,	not	least	because	artists	need	money	if	they	are	to	survive	under	capitalism.	Due	to	most	theatre’s	resistance	to	market	valuation,	the	usual	way	in	which	this	money	finds	its	way	into	the	theatrical	economy	is	via	financial	gifts,	given	in	advance	of	the	making	of	the	work	to	those	performance	makers	who	best	articulate	their	intentions	once	social	and	other	forms	of	cultural	capital	have	been	taken	into	account.	Often,	at	least	in	the	UK,	such	giving	comes	from	the	state	or	various	trusts/foundations,	although	recent	years	have	seen	a	shift	towards	models	of	corporate	sponsorship	and	philanthropy.	It	is	worth	noting	though	that,	in	nearly	all	instances	of	arts	funding,	including	that	given	by	the	state,	in	spite	of	the	desire	for	artists	to	be	autonomous,	there	will	be	a	collision	of	agendas.	The	desire	for	the	theatre-maker	to	make	the	art	that	they	want	to	make	has	to	be	negotiated	with	the	desires	of	the	giver	of	the	money;	a	corporate	sponsor	will	want	a	particular	kind	of	exposure,	and	the	state	may	seek	the	‘soft	power’	of	an	international	art	programme.41																																																									41		 Speaking	in	2014,	then	Culture	Secretary	Maria	Miller	spoke	of	how	arts	and	culture	are	valuable	in	the	manner	by	which	they	affect		‘…	our	international	standing	–	the	‘soft	power’	it	brings’	(Department	for	Culture‚	Media	and	Sport,	2014).	There	is	significant	post-colonial	
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It	is	also	worth	considering	that	this	negotiation	need	not	necessarily	be	negative.	Artists	and	performers	always	have	to	fit	their	work	within	certain	limits:	the	space	or	site	in	which	they	are	performing,	the	amount	of	time	available	to	develop	the	work,	their	own	skillset	and	that	of	those	with	whom	they	are	working.	A	frame	is	both	inevitable	and	necessary.	However	when,	as	has	been	established,	the	artist’s	authorial	subjectivity	is	porous	and	‘lets	in’	those	whom	it	establishes	a	gift	relationship	with,	the	dynamics	of	these	various	relationships	need	to	be	considered	carefully	and	in	detail.	
Freeing the Gift In	Chapter	Two,	it	was	established	that	a	successful	gift	need	not	necessarily	escape	return,	just	be	in	excess	of	it.	As	with	a	thank	you,	there	can	even	be	an	expectation	on	the	giver’s	behalf	that	a	return	will	be	made,	even	though	such	a	requirement	will	not	be	stated	in	advance	and	the	gift	is	notionally	freely	given.	In	many	instances,	as	the	particular	relationship	of	performance	to	economy	under	capitalism	necessitates	a	substantial	(if	not	total)	reliance	on	gift	in	the	form	of	subsidy	or	sponsorship	for	the	work	to	be	made	(even	unfunded	works	require	the	artist	to	subsidise	them	themselves),	then	the	mechanics	of	reciprocity	can	have	significant	influence.42	What	is	unusual	about	these	gifts	to	
																																																																																																																																																															unease	to	be	felt	about	the	focus	on	national	identity	that	Miller	proposes	–	her	subtle	approval	of	a	cultural	imperialism	that	globally	obscures	other	value	systems,	aesthetics	and	culture.	When,	as	she	does	in	an	earlier	speech,	Miller	talks	of	how	culture	‘…	opens	doors	for	
UK	plc	and	makes	it	easier	for	businesses	to	export,	and	expand.’	(Department	for	Culture‚	Media	and	Sport,	2013,	my	emphasis)	it	becomes	clear	what	kind	of	values	she	is	looking	to	export.	Again,	governmental	assessment	of	the	arts	refuses	to	acknowledge	the	blessings	that	Illich	draws	attention	to,	instead	deciding	that	economic	impact	is	of	primary	(if	not	sole)	importance.	42		 This	is	obviously	not	the	case	in	commercial	theatres.	
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the	theatre	though	is	that	the	recipient’s	responsibilities	after	the	financial	gift	is	made	are	not,	at	least	in	the	first	order,	to	the	donor	(or	at	least	this	is	how	the	reciprocity	is	usually	understood	–	as	this	chapter	will	go	on	to	argue,	the	direction	and	siting	of	that	responsibility	is	often	more	complex	than	how	it	is	usually	perceived).	Although	all	gifts	operate	in	excess	of	the	donor/donee	binary	(since	all	those	encountering	the	gift	have	a	role	to	play	in	determining	its	status),	when	money	is	given	to	an	artist	or	institution,	the	artwork	made	as	a	result	is	not	primarily	for	the	donor’s	benefit	(if	it	were,	it	would	simply	be	a	market-based	transaction).	In	fact,	the	work	can	–	at	times	–	disregard	the	donor,	and	is	often	expected	to	do	exactly	that.	In	theory	at	least,	the	principle	is	that	the	artist	should	accept	the	money	in	order	to	make	whatever	they	want,	even	if	the	resulting	work	damages	the	funder’s	reputation.	To	use	Marion’s	language,	the	artist	should	be	the	enemy	of	the	donor:		Only	the	enemy	makes	the	gift	possible;	he	makes	the	gift	evident	by	denying	it	reciprocity—in	contrast	to	the	friend,	who	involuntarily	lowers	the	gift	to	the	level	of	a	loan	with	interest.	The	enemy	thus	becomes	the	ally	of	the	gift,	and	the	friend	its	adversary.	(2002,	p.89)	Staying	with	Marion,	he	also	draws	attention	to	the	manner	in	which	gratitude	reduces	the	gift.	Writing	about	the	figure	of	the	ingrate	he	says:		He	refuses	the	charge	not	only	of	acquitting	himself	of	this	debt	(which	would	remain	within	exchange),	but	of	even	having	incurred	one—of	ever	having	been	offered	a	gift.	He	suffers	from	the	very	principle	that	a	gift	affects	him	by	befalling	him.	He	does	not	refuse	this	or	that	gift	with	or	
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without	this	or	that	objective	support;	he	refuses	indebtedness	pure	and	simple—or	rather	the	admission	of	it.	(2002,	p.90)	Whilst	gratitude	does	not	invalidate	a	gift,	it	does	reduce	the	degree	of	excess.	If	the	artist	feels	grateful	for	being	funded,	then	they	are	less	likely	to	produce	a	critique	of	the	funder.	If	this	gratitude	should	manifest	too	forcefully,	and	the	responsibility	towards	the	funder	becomes	dominant,	then	the	work	made	will	be	indistinguishable	from	a	commercial	purchase	of	the	artist’s	talents:	its	status	will	be	reduced	to	either	advertising	or	propaganda.	For	funding	to	operate	as	a	gift,	the	artist’s	decision	about	what	to	make	must	remain	with	them;	their	responsibility	should	not	be	to	the	funder	but,	instead,	to	the	artwork	so	that	once	made,	the	artist	can	offer	it	onwards,	as	a	gift	unaffected	by	the	sponsor’s	concerns,	to	the	wider	public.		In	the	instance	of	state	funding	however,	where	the	public	receiving	the	work	are,	through	their	taxes,	also	arguably	the	funders,	things	become	somewhat	complicated.	This	is	acknowledged	in	the	manner	that	Arts	Council	England	operates.	At	least	in	principle,	ACE	is	independent	of	governmental	influence	and,	by	inference,	that	of	the	electorate.	This	proposition	of	‘arm’s-length’	operation,	meaning	that	those	in	government	who	set	the	Arts	Council’s	budget	do	not	intervene	directly	in	its	running,	has	been	integral	to	the	Arts	Council	since	its	inception	under	the	direction	of	John	Maynard	Keynes	in	1946.	As	Christopher	Frayling,	then	Chair	of	ACE,	described	it	in	a	rather	flowery	quote	of	Keynes’:	The	artist	walks	where	the	breath	of	the	spirit	blows	him.	He	cannot	be	told	his	direction;	he	does	not	know	it	himself.	But	he	leads	the	rest	of	us	
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into	fresh	pastures	and	teaches	us	to	love	and	to	enjoy	what	we	often	begin	by	rejecting,	enlarging	our	sensibility	and	purifying	our	instincts.	The	task	of	an	official	body	is	not	to	censor,	but	give	courage,	confidence	and	opportunity.	(Keynes	in	Frayling,	2007)	Whilst	a	description	of	the	artist	today	would	probably	use	slightly	different	language	(and	would	hopefully	be	a	little	more	gender-sensitive),	the	arm’s-length	principal	remains	core	to	the	Arts	Council.	Nevertheless,	even	though	the	government	is	excluded	from	direct	involvement	in	distributing	funds,	when	it	is	public	money	–	whether	from	taxpayers	or	lottery	players	–	that	is	being	spent,	it	is	inevitable	that	there	will	be	public	interest	and	debate	on	how	it	is	distributed.	Art-instigated	debate	is,	of	course,	healthy,	although	if	ACE	should	prioritise	public	opinion	and	make	public	accessibility	its	primary	concern	when	deciding	where	to	allocate	funds,	then	it	has	lost	its	autonomy	as	much	as	if	the	arm’s-length	principal	were	abolished.	As	Manick	Govinda	states	in	his	write-up	of	a	2013	debate	entitled	‘All	Change	in	arts	funding:	crisis	or	opportunity?’	there	is	something	undesirable	in	‘reduc[ing]	the	artist	to	the	role	of	public	servant.	The	arts…	must	remain	a	challenging,	provocative,	anarchic	and	unfettered	territory	–	they	cannot	be	subservient	to	public	good’	(Govinda,	2013).	When	considering	questions	of	arts	funding,	a	precondition	of	any	response	to	how	money	should	be	allocated	(and	where	the	money	should	come	from)	is	to	decide	what	place	the	arts	should	have	in	the	wider	culture,	and	what	the	priorities	of	that	wider	culture	should	be.		
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The Ethics of Waste In	a	society	that	disregards	Illich’s	blessings	in	order	to	emphasise	economic	valuation,	finance	will	nearly	always	be	the	prioritised	element	in	the	reciprocal	exchange	of	arts	funding.	James	Marriot	from	activist	group	Platform,	in	a	talk	at	Take	the	Money	and	Run,	an	event	about	the	ethics	of	funding,	proposed	an	inversion	of	systems	of	reciprocation	as	they	currently	stand.	Rather	than	the	artist	being	grateful	to	the	sponsor	for	facilitating	art,	Marriot	proposed	that	‘[w]e	should	expect	sponsors	to	be	grateful	for	our	support’	(Paterson,	2015).		For	such	a	radical	inversion	to	occur	however,	our	system	of	value	would	need	to	be	profoundly	rethought.	The	beginnings	of	such	a	rethink	might	be	found	by	reconsidering	our	understanding	of	waste.	Illich’s	position	is	that	the	very	concept	of	waste	is	culturally	defined:	Waste	is	not	the	natural	consequence	of	human	existence.	Professor	Ludolf	Kuchenbuch,	who	is	working	on	a	history	of	waste,	has	gathered	the	evidence.	A	concept	that	we	take	for	granted	does	not	appear	before	1830.	Before	that	date	'waste',	as	a	verb	and	as	a	noun,	is	related	to	devastation,	destruction,	desertification,	degradation.	It	is	not	something	that	can	be	removed.	(1992,	p.79)	Taking	human	waste	as	his	example,	he	goes	on	to	propose	that	there	are	significant	social	implications	to	how	it	is	normally	understood:	When	people	grasp	that	several	times	a	day	their	physical	needs	for	evacuation	produce	a	degradation	of	the	environment,	it	is	easy	to	
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convince	them	that	by	their	very	existence	they	cannot	but	contribute	to	'entropy'.	(ibid.)	Illich	argues	that	instead	of	seeing	excrement	as	‘degradation’,	it	can	instead	be	seen	as	a	fertilising	material,	a	generator	of	life	and	contributor	to	biodiversity.	Contemporary	society	has	however	been	conditioned	to	see	it	as	a	problem	and	something	to	be	disposed	of.	Being	alive	has	become	essentially	linked	to	wastage;	humanity	is	not	seen	as	a	part	of	a	renewable	cycle	of	life.	Such	an	understanding	of	waste	‘brings	into	existence	the	body	percept	of	homo	the	generator	of	waste’	(Illich,	1992).	The	arts	are	often	seen	as	a	waste	of	expenditure	–	in	the	UK,	it	is	not	uncommon	to	hear	the	argument	made	that	the	money	could	be	better	spent	on	the	NHS	or	other	public	service.43	Whilst	one	reply	to	such	an	accusation	could	be	a	citation	of	George	Osborne,	that	the	creative	industries	act	as	a	net	generator	of	finance	and	hence	tax	revenues,	I	would	argue	that	to	accept	that	there	is	a	binary	choice	between	hospitals	and	artistic	practice	is	to	already	lose	the	argument.	The	arts	may	be	excessive,	but	that	is	precisely	the	point.		Those	artworks	and	performances	that	are	understood	as	successful	gifts,	that	present	themselves	as	saturated	phenomena,	have	within	them	an	element	that	fundamentally	refuses	economic	calculation,	that	presents	moments	of	generosity	and	surplus.	It	is	these	moments	that	generate	an	artwork’s	status,	its																																																									43		 For	instance,	controversy	recently	arose	when	the	artist	Ellie	Harrison	was	awarded	a	£15,000	grant	from	Creative	Scotland.	This	award	was	to	enable	her	to	work	solely	in	her	hometown	of	Glasgow	for	a	year	as	a	response	to	the	‘Glasgow	Effect’	(a	term	used	to	describe	the	poorer	health	and	life	expectancy	of	the	city’s	residents).	Publicising	this	caused	some	controversy,	with	many	feeling	that	her	work	was	a	‘poverty	safari’	and	should	not	be	funded	(McClean,	2016).	This	was	despite	the	work	going	on	to	include	such	community-minded	works	as	a	campaign	into	Glasgow’s	public	transport	system	and	a	paper	critiquing	Higher	Education	(Miller,	2016).		
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beauty,	and	its	importance	as	a	gift.	A	culture	without	the	arts	is	a	culture	lacking	in	gifts.	To	measure	the	benefits	of	art	against	the	monetary	cost	of	hospitals	and	nurses’	wages	is	to	compare	apples	with	oranges.		Nevertheless,	financial	considerations	of	the	arts	are	necessary	in	a	capitalist	society	of	finite	resources.	And,	although	there	might	be	a	net	profit	across	the	creative	industries,	unnecessary	or	‘wasteful’	expenditure	can	be	identified	in	specific	instances.	Since	state	funding	is,	in	theory	at	least,	funded	by	everyone	within	society,	such	wastage	is	perhaps	most	remarked	upon	there	(wastage	in	corporate	expenditure	is	typically	only	of	concern	to	shareholders).	To	return	to	Manick	Govinda’s	funding	debate	write-up,	he	notes	that:	Local	authorities,	Arts	Council	England,	European	Commission	funds	and	regeneration	strategies	were	guilty	of	investing	huge	public	and	Lottery	funds	into	spaces	such	as	the	£29million	firstsite	gallery	in	Colchester.	Opened	in	2011,	firstsite's	building	devoted	more	room	to	the	restaurant,	education	and	family	friendly	spaces	than	it	did	galleries	for	the	presentation	of	artworks.	(Govinda,	2013)	Other	reasons	for	the	failure	of	the	gallery	include	the	architecture	of	the	building	(Moore,	2011),	whilst	comments	in	the	local	Daily	Gazette	suggests	the	gallery’s	high	culture	styling	never	resonated	with	the	desires	of	local	people	(Brading,	2015b).	Whilst	it	is	impossible	to	settle	on	the	definitive	causality	for	the	success	or	failure	of	any	gift,	the	fact	remains	that	the	gallery	was	nearly	closed	down:	the	Arts	Council	introduced	special	funding	arrangement	and	removed	the	gallery	from	its	National	Portfolio,	and	was	only	saved	when	
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Anthony	Roberts,	the	Director	of	the	nearby	and	more	irreverent	Colchester	Arts	Centre	was	parachuted	in	to	save	it.44	Although,	firstsite	could	not	have	been	definitively	identified	as	problematic	ahead	of	time,	I	would	argue	that	it	is	an	expression	of	something	inevitable:	that	there	will	be	wastage	and	excess	in	any	system.	The	prominent	theorist	on	both	gift	and	wastage,	Georges	Bataille	describes	such	loss	as	‘The	Accursed	Share’	or		‘The	Necessity	of	Losing	the	Excess	Energy	that	Cannot	be	Used	for	a	System's	Growth’	(Bataille,	1988).			Bataille’s	proposal	is	that	surplus	is	a	key	constituent	of	life;	that	surplus	is	what	enables	life	–	both	in	general	and	in	the	instance	of	a	specific	organism	-	to	grow.	When	growth	is	no	longer	possible,	and	‘the	excess	cannot	be	completely	absorbed	in	its	growth,	it	must	necessarily	be	lost	without	profit;	it	must	be	spent,	willingly	or	not,	gloriously	or	catastrophically’	(p.21).	Examples	provided	by	Bataille	include	the	fat	on	a	calf	found	because	‘an	organism	has	at	its	disposal	greater	energy	resources	than	are	necessary	for	the	operations	that	sustain	life’	(p.27);	and	the	war	and	death	that	arise	as	a	consequence	of	a	social	grouping	reaching	points	of	saturation	(with	human	sacrifice	amongst	the	Aztecs	being	particular	interesting	for	him).	The	metaphor	that	Bataille	adopts	to	make	clear	his	meaning	is	that	of	an	imaginary	bullring,	with	a	vast	crowd	waiting	for	a	bullfight.	Once	everyone	is	seated	inside,	a	pressure	remains	on	the	space	since	there	are	more	people	than	seats	available.	Adding	more	seats	might	ease	some	of	this	pressure,	whilst	it	will																																																									44		 Roberts’	tactics	for	saving	the	gallery	included,	amongst	other	things,	putting	a	white	van	up	for	sale	in	the	gallery’s	foyer	(a	van	that	had	been	languishing	at	the	back	of	the	building	for	a	while),	asking	artist	Richard	Dedomenici	to	install	a	crazy	golf	course	in	‘the	acres	of	spacious	but	empty	corridors’	and	inviting	local	artists	to	exhibit	in	the	main	gallery.	(Brading,	2015a)		
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be	further	reduced	should	some	people	gain	a	vantage	point	by	climbing	trees	and	lampposts	outside	(outcomes	that	would	both	see	the	bullring	‘grow’).	Developing	this	part	of	his	metaphor,	Bataille	writes	that	‘[s]imilarly,	the	earth	first	opens	to	life	the	primary	space	of	the	waters	and	the	surface	of	the	ground.	But	life	quickly	takes	possession	of	the	air’	(1988,	p.31).	If	the	pressure	continues	and	more	people	remain	outside	than	can	see	the	bullfight	however,	a	fight	may	break	out,	and	the	loss	of	life	will	then	act	as	an	additional	means	of	appeasing	the	surplus.	Once	saturation	has	been	reached,	Bataille’s	argument	states,	new	growth	will	only	occur	when	either	new	territory	is	found	or	as	‘compensation	for	the	destructions	that	are	brought	about’	(p.33)	by	the	very	act	of	living.	To	adapt	Bataille’s	proposition	to	the	current	discussion,	in	healthy,	non-stagnate	but	stable	systems	of	arts	funding,	this	accursed	share,	typically	seen	as	‘waste’	(cf.	firstsite	in	its	initial	form),	is	inexorable.		Amongst	the	insights	she	provides	in	her	book	on	the	eponymous	link	between	Purity	and	Danger	(1966),	Mary	Douglas	draws	attention	to	the	way	in	which	‘Dirt	is	the	by-product	of	a	systematic	ordering	and	classification	of	matter,	in	so	far	as	ordering	involves	rejecting	inappropriate	elements’	(p.35).	In	much	the	same	way,	what	is	thought	upon	as	waste	is	determined	by	its	status	as	surplus	to	that	which	has	value.	Like	dirt,	waste	is	a	manifestation	of	disorder,	and	as	such	is	rejected,	for	it	threatens	to	blemish	what	is	desirable;	‘disorder	spoils	pattern’	(p.94).		Douglas	goes	on	to	observe	that	the	state	of	order	is	a	restricted	state,	it	is	a	state	in	which,	‘from	all	possible	materials,	a	limited	selection	has	been	made	and	from	all	possible	relations	a	limited	set	has	been	used’	(ibid.).	Therefore,	by	
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being	willing	to	consider	a	broader	system	of	ordering	than	that	which	is	normatively	presented,	to	look	again	at	the	dirt	that	we	have	discarded	(the	waste)	then	potential	might	be	found	within	that	disorder.	Change	comes	when	disorder	is	introduced	into	the	established	way	of	doing	things;	established	patterns	are	reordered	only	when	a	degree	of	dirt,	or	waste,	is	reintegrated	into	them.	In	such	instances,	our	value	system	is	transformed	and	what	was	once	thought	of	as	waste	is	no	longer	seen	as	such.		In	Chapter	1,	Bataille’s	analysis	of	the	potlatch	was	mentioned	as	an	example	of	the	return	that	anthropologists	and	theorists	of	the	gift	often	emphasise.	To	explain	the	ritual	more	fully,	the	potlatch	is	the	system	by	which	certain	native	North	American	tribes	demonstratively	destroy	wealth,	in	the	name	of	gift.	This	is	done	in	order	to	both	honour	a	rival	and,	simultaneously,	assert	symbolic	dominance	over	them.	Once	these	blankets,	animal	skins	and	large	copper	ornaments	have	been	destroyed,	the	recipient	of	the	potlatch	is	then	under	cultural	pressure	to	perform	the	same	in	return,	but	with	even	more	gratuitous	destruction	(Bataille,	1997).	Through	such	extravagant	demonstrations	of	‘waste’,	the	group	giving	the	potlatch	make	gains	of	power	and	status.	In	Bataille’s	words:	…	if	he	destroys	the	object	in	front	of	another	person	or	if	he	gives	it	away,	[he	is]	the	one	who	has	actually	acquired,	in	the	other’s	eyes,	the	power	of	giving	or	destroying.	He	is	now	rich	for	having	made	use	of	wealth	in	the	manner	its	essence	would	require;	he	is	rich	for	having	ostentatiously	consumed	what	is	wealth	only	if	it	is	consumed.	(1997,	p.203)	
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This	analysis	of	the	potlatch	is	useful	as	a	further	example	of	the	range	of	possible	understandings	of	waste.	My	intention	is	not	to	directly	compare	firstsite	and	the	potlatch	(I	am	certainly	not	proposing	that	the	gallery	should	have	been	ostentatiously	destroyed	as	an	assertion	of	power),	but	the	potlatch	does	provide	insight	into	how	cultural	understandings	of	waste	can	vary,	whilst	affirming	Bataille’s	observation	that	within	mature	living	systems	there	will	always	be	surplus	that	has	to	be	‘wasted’.		Of	course	considerations	of	finance	should	not	be	disregarded	and	losses,	such	as	were	being	made	at	firstsite	should	not	be	simply	written	off;	it	was	right	that	the	gallery	was	criticised	and	that	significant	changes	were	made	in	order	to	save	it.	Nevertheless,	to	know	that	no	system	will	ever	be	perfectly	efficient	may	diminish	some	of	the	scandal	and	outrage	that	accompany	certain	headlines,	whilst	leaving	us	alive	to	the	possibility	of	reordering	that	which	was	considered	wasteful	into	something	more	valuable.		Guy	Schaffer	proposes	a	radical	rethinking	of	waste	in	an	unpublished	article	entitled	‘Camp	as	a	Politics	of	Waste’.	In	this,	Schaffer	begins	to	develop	a	queer	politics	of	waste,	one	which	sets	out	to	‘animate	the	ways	in	which	the	disposal	of	waste	is	never	complete,	that	the	boundaries	created	between	waste	and	the	social	worlds	that	produce	it	are	always	partial’	(nd.,	p.3).	By	blurring	the	boundaries	in	this	way,	Shaffer	proposes	that	‘waste	can	be	same	and	different,	self	and	other,	here	and	there’	(p.1).	Shaffer	critiques	more	traditional	attitudes	to	waste	reduction,	noting	that	attempts	to	create	a	zero	waste	system	are	often	‘centrally	designed	and	controlled,	a	design	choice	that	can	easily	lend	itself	to	systems	that	resist	change	or	outside	input’	(ibid.).	Such	lack	of	responsiveness	is	
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anathema	to	a	healthy	arts	system,	whilst	Shaffer’s	proposal	for	queer	wastage	suggests	a	more	stimulating	and	innovative	attitude	in	its	call	for	‘a	mode	of	reappropriating	and	revaluing	“trash”	[that]	still	broadcast[s]	the	“trashiness”	of	the	things	it	glamorizes’	(Schaffer,	nd.).	To	bring	Shaffer’s	theory	into	a	specifically	artistic	context,	a	funding	system	could	be	developed	in	which	a	proportion	of	the	money	is	spent	on	projects	whose	‘wastefulness’	is	explicitly	acknowledged.	The	amount	of	expenditure	allocated	to	such	projects	would	inevitably	be	controversial	and	widely	debated,	but	when	waste	is	inevitable,	rather	than	aiming	for	a	zero	waste	system	we	should	perhaps	instead,	as	Shaffer	suggests,	‘revel	[…]	in	waste	without	forgetting	its	real	environmental,	social,	and	personal	impacts‘	(p.5).	A	more	relaxed	attitude	towards	waste	would	also	allow	the	mistakes	made	in	firstsite’s	initial	incarnation	to	be	seen	as	lessons	that	inform	its	subsequent	development.	To	vehemently	criticise	the	original	expenditure,	and	to	then	utilise	such	criticism	in	an	argument	for	reducing	arts	funding	overall	is	to	demand	that	success	is	always	achieved	on	the	first	attempt.	This	will	inevitably	lead	to	only	the	safest	choices	being	made.		Schaffer,	in	his	critique	of	normative	notions	of	waste	management,	states	that	‘in	the	mindset	of	zero	waste,	waste	is	possible	to	manage;	all	outputs	are	knowable’	(p.2),	whilst,	as	Sennett	made	clear,	to	blueprint	so	precisely	dooms	artistic	activity	to	a	stultifying	and	deadened	existence.	With	this	in	mind,	perhaps	the	first	incarnation	of	firstsite	could	be	seen	as	a	sketch	or	a	prototype	for	the	more	successful	later	incarnation.	Of	course,	the	sums	of	money	involved	are	a	factor,	and	financial	abuse	needs	to	be	closely	monitored	(although	there	is	
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no	suggestion	of	that	with	firstsite)	but	the	£29	million	spent	in	Colchester	does	fade	into	relative	insignificance	when	the	estimated	figure	for	uncollected	tax	in	the	2012/13	financial	year	was	£34	billion	(BBC,	2014).		
Sticky Situations and Proper(ty) Ownership As	the	potlatch	demonstrates,	even	waste,	when	presented	as	gift,	can	positively	reinforce	the	bond	between	giver	and	recipient;	it	demands	a	future	interaction	for	the	reciprocal	potlatch.	This	stickiness	is	an	essential	part	of	all	gift	action,	and	the	bond	made	between	giver	and	recipient	is	central	to	the	critique	of	the	funding	mechanism	that	I	am	presenting.	It	is	this	that	means	that	the	funding	is	not	unidirectional;	that	it	is	not	simply	a	flow	of	finance	to	the	funding	recipient.	Instead,	as	with	all	gifts,	funding	alters	the	identities	of	both	giver	and	givee	by	blurring	the	porous	boundaries	between	the	relevant	parties.	To	return	to	Sara	Ahmed’s	terminology,	in	a	sticky	situation,	all	identities	are	sticky	–	they	are	formed	by	all	that	sticks	as	the	result	of	the	forces	and	flows	that	impact	upon,	affect	and	shape	them.45	Not	all	identities	are	necessarily	sticky	to	the	same	degree,	but	something	sticks	whenever	they	encounter	another.	In	spite	of	any	pledges	of	artistic	independence	that	might	be	made,	corporate	sponsorship,	as	with	any	other	kind	of	funding,	alters	the	fundamental	nature	of	the	artwork.	It	is	not	something	additional,	surplus,	or	‘outside’,	but	becomes	an	essential	element	in	the	artwork’s	constituting	form.	Business	consultants	James	H.	Gilmore	and	B.	Joseph	Pine	II	observe	that:	‘When	a	piece	of	art	is	placed	on	
																																																								45		 To	avoid	presenting	an	essential	core	of	identity	that	these	elements	‘stick’	to,	it	is	worth	noting	that	the	‘it’	that	the	elements	of	identity	stick	to	need	be	nothing	more	solid	or	permanent	than	other,	previously	‘stuck’	elements.	
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display	in	a	business,	or	a	performance	of	art	is	conducted	in	a	business,	the	art	becomes	an	object	of	that	business’	(2009,	p.12).	It	is	too	simplistic	and,	arguably,	naive	to	suggest	that	this	inherently	‘invalidates’	an	artwork,	the	context	of	the	specific	artwork	and	sponsor	need	to	be	known	before	such	conclusions	can	be	drawn.	However,	as	Rachel	Spence	notes	in	a	Financial	Times	article	on	arts	funding,	when	a	substantial	number	of	artists	make	work	that,	at	least	in	part,	offers	a	critique	of	society,	such	interventions	into	an	artwork’s	identity	are	potentially	very	problematic:	[Professor	at	the	Courtauld	Institute	of	Art,	Julian]	Stallabrass	points	out	that	the	tension	between	content	and	context	creates	a	paradox.	“Much	avant-garde	and	contemporary	art	is	actively	hostile	towards	capitalism.	If	an	artist	who	is	critiquing	corporate	power	is	presented	as	part	of	this	branded	apparatus,	the	work	is	being	betrayed	quite	fundamentally.”	(Spence,	2014)	To	expand	on	this,	an	artwork	or	performance	often	adopts	an	ethical	position;	it	proposes	an	argument.	A	conflict	therefore	arises	when	the	market,	integrated	into	the	artwork’s	identity	by	a	sponsoring	corporation,	contradicts	such	a	stance.	When	the	primary	interest	is	profit,	the	blessing	becomes	an	impossibility	and	morality	only	comes	into	play	when	it	might	affect	a	sale.	Sandel	writes:		‘…	market	reasoning…	empties	public	life	of	moral	argument.	Part	of	the	appeal	of	markets	is	that	they	don't	pass	judgment	on	the	preferences	they	satisfy.	They	don't	ask	whether	some	ways	of	valuing	goods	are	higher,	or	worthier,	than	others.	If	someone	is	willing	to	pay	for	sex	or	a	
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kidney,	and	a	consenting	adult	is	willing	to	sell,	the	only	question	the	economist	asks	is,	"How	much?"	Markets	don't	wag	fingers.	They	don't	discriminate	between	admirable	preferences	and	base	ones.46	(Sandel,	2012,	p.14)	Anamorphosis	determines	to	what	degree	this	potential	conflict	between	artistic	and	corporate	interests	invalidates	or	reduces	the	status	of	an	artwork.	It	is	impossible	to	identify	a	definitive	resolution	of	these	issues	in	the	abstract,	but	in	order	to	think	through	what	is	at	stake	in	a	specific	instance,	it	is	useful	to	consider	the	mechanisms	by	which	corporate	sponsorship	affects	the	ownership	of	the	artwork,	how	such	funding	impacts	on	the	status	of	the	artwork	as	property.	Noting	that	property	can	act	as	a	form	of	capital,	Bourdieu	identifies	what	he	calls	‘The	Objectified	State’.	This	is	‘cultural	capital	objectified	in	material	objects	and	media,	such	as	writings,	paintings,	monuments,	instruments,	etc.’	(1986,	p.50);	it	is	capital	made	concrete	in	the	form	of	cars,	the	latest	mobile	phone,	a	rare	copy	of	a	text.	To	capitalise	on	the	objectified	state,	it	is	necessary	to	own	the	object,	and	such	Ownership	parallels	the	capitalised	form	of	the	Author	that	The	Horse’s	Teeth	revealed.	Both	Authorship	and	Ownership	intersect	with	a	non-capitalising	subjectivity,	that	of	the	lived	experience	of	the	person	who	actually	creates/owns	the	work	and,	just	as	The	Horse’s	Teeth	drew	attention	to	this	‘author’,	so	is	there	an	embodied	form	of	material	‘ownership’	that	is	separate	from	the	legal	or	capitalising	states.																																																										46		 As	explained	earlier	through	another	reference	to	Sandel’s	work,	this	does	not	render	the	market	as	somehow	neutral	or	without	impact,	paying	for	something	does	change	its	nature.	The	point	here	however	is	that	market	economics,	at	their	most	elemental,	need	not	incorporate	any	ethical	considerations.	
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Such	refusal	to	reduce	ownership	to	a	singular	owning	identity	is	theorised	in	Margaret	Davies’	queer	theory	of	property.	Framing	her	work	by	drawing	on	Judith	Butler,	she	proposes	that	queer	theory	in	the	broader	sense,	’does	not	“own”	any	particular	conceptual	terrain,	any	more	than	it	is	“owned”	as	a	discourse	by	any	group	of	people’	(1999,	p.331),	whilst	queer	identity	refuses	the	individualised	notions	of	selfhood	that	are	essential	to	private	property	ownership:		If	identity	is	not	just	personal	identity	which	we	each	own	individually	but	an	identity	which	is	owned	and	developed	in	common	with	others,	then	it	cannot	provide	a	general	basis	for	purely	private	ownership,	because	the	self	always	owes	its	own	identity	to	the	community.	(p.347)	Davies’	queer	property	shares	many	characteristics	with	the	ideas	of	authorship	and	the	theory	of	gift	that	are	presented	in	this	thesis.	It	too	states	that	identity	boundaries	are	blurred	and	that	multiple	subjectivities	have	a	stake	in	ownership.	In	this	way,	‘something	which	exceeds	conventional	oppositions	between	private	and	communal,	and	self	and	other’	(p.347)	is	enabled,	and	being	owned	loses	some	of	the	passivity	typically	associated	with	such	a	state:	‘we	own	the	object,	but	it	also	owns	us,	in	that	it	limits	our	behavior’	(p.345).	A	person	may	bring	their	identity	to	bear	and	affect	the	authoring	of	a	work,	but	through	such	authoring	their	identity	will	also	be	affected.	It	is	interesting	to	note	that	integral	to	systems	of	funding	is	the	need	for	the	multiplicity	of	ownership	to	be	acknowledged.	The	sponsor,	who	in	many	other	ways	might	be	firmly	entrenched	in	capitalism,	cannot	claim	sole	authorship	since	to	do	so	would	be	to	disregard	the	artist,	and	so	must	place	
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themselves	alongside	the	non-capitalised	author	and	any	others	responsible	for	the	artwork	in	order	to	access	the	Authoring	capital.	They	neither	demand	(nor	can	demand)	that	authorship	is	reduced	to	a	singular	identity	(theirs).	Nevertheless,	whilst	authorship	might	be	granted	permission	to	be	multiple,	this	is	the	only	challenge	to	conventional	authorship	that	corporate	funding	makes.	The	funder	will	still	attempt	to	capitalise	on	the	artwork	(and	in	doing	so,	encourages	all	other	authoring	identities	to	do	the	same),	whilst	the	boundary	between	who	owns/has	authored	the	work	and	who	does/has	not	it	is	still	clearly	defined	(protection	of	property	rights	are	enforced).	Funding	also	acts	to	influence	which	artworks	will	be	made.	Under	contemporary	capitalism,	artists	will	not	seek	funds	for	projects	that	they	know	will	not	get	funded	(or	to	phrase	the	inverse,	only	fundable	works	get	made).	Funders	are	only	interested	in	part-Ownership	of	works	that	meet	specific	criteria	(usually	those	concerned	with	audience	reach,	and	being	aligned	with	the	funding	body’s	own	priorities)	and	so	those	works	that	meet	such	criteria	are	more	likely	to	be	made.	Even	once	made	however,	the	work	will	only	circulate	according	to	conditions	determined	by	those	that	own	them.	When	it	comes	to	funded	works	this	often	means	that	a	work	should	be	shown	in	as	many	places	as	possible,	even	when	this	might	not	be	a	priority	of	the	creating	artist.	In	this	way,	funding	(like	the	intellectual	property	laws	of	which	Coombe	writes	here),	plays:		…	a	fundamental	role	in	determining	what	discourses	circulate	in	the	public	realm	and	achieve	dominance,	and	how	these	"languages"	are	spoken,	while	providing	both	enabling	conditions	and	limiting	obstacles	
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for	those	who	seek	to	construct	identities	and	compel	recognition.	(Coombe,	1993,	p.415)	As	was	noted	in	the	first	chapter,	one	of	the	ways	by	which	theatre	makers	make	gains	in	cultural	capital	is	by	showing	their	work	in	a	multitude	of	places.	Whilst	I	am	not	proposing	that	funding	systems	have	instigated	this	relationship	between	touring	and	status,	they	do	endorse	such	valuation	with	the	logic	that	under	capitalism,	valuable	work	receives	funding,	and	funded	work	should	be	seen	to	tour.	The	conclusion	therefore	is	that	valuable	work	tours.		By	being	seen	to	create/Author/Own	that	which	is	valuable,	a	person	or	institution	gains	a	particular	status	in	society,	their	property	grants	them	a	claim	to	propriety.	Citing	Carol	Rose,	Davies	writes	that	‘the	functions	of	property	as	propriety	‘is	to	accord	to	each	person	or	entity	what	is	“proper”	or	“appropriate”	to	him	or	her’	(1999,	p.336).	Beverley	Skeggs	develops	this	idea	of	‘propertizing’	to	explain	(in	a	manner	reminiscent	of	Bourdieu’s	analysis	of	the	interchangeability	of	capital)	‘how	some	people	[or	institutions]	make	investments	in	their	cultural	characteristics,	which	can	then	be	used	to	realize	value	in	areas	(such	as	the	economic)’	(2005,	p.972).	Corporate	funders	may	sponsor	the	arts	because,	by	becoming	stakeholders	in	particular	kinds	of	property	ownership,	by	propertizing,	they	gain	an	appearance	of	propriety	that	might	otherwise	be	lacking.	
Purchasing Authentic Affect Although	artists	may	try	to	resist	such	propertizing	of	their	work,	given	time	capital	will	often	find	a	way	of	capturing	even	the	most	resistant	works	(and	sometimes	the	artist’s	own	attitude	towards	capital	may	change).	The	rise	of	
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performance	art	in	the	1970s	is	often	attributed	to	the	desire	of	artists	at	the	time	to	engage	in	creative	acts	that	resisted	market	valuation,	to	refuse	to	produce	works	for	consumption	in	the	art	market.	Often	the	work	made	was	too	subversive	to	appeal	to	commercial	interests,	whilst	the	ephemeral	nature	of	what	was	produced	also	resisted	commodification.	Such	formal	techniques	granted	an	authenticity	to	the	work	that	was	then	magnified	by	presenting	high	stakes	action;	what	was	given	in	the	performance	could	easily	be	understood	as	vastly	in	excess	of	the	gains	made	by	the	work’s	authors.		Works	such	as	Chris	Burden’s	Shoot	(1971)	that	saw	the	artist	shot	in	the	arm,	and	Marina	Abramović	and	Ulay’s	Rest	Piece	(1980),	in	which	the	two	artists	held	an	arrow	at	tension,	pointed	at	Abramović’s	heart,	are	granted	authenticity	by	the	way	in	which	their	bodies	were	damaged	or	put	at	immense	risk.	In	their	original	context,	in	which	the	work	could	not	be	readily	converted	into	financial	capital,	the	risk	becomes	a	phenomenon	in	and	of	itself;	it	presents	itself	as	being	present	only	for	the	artwork.	It	is	not	indulged	in	because	these	artists	wish	to	make	gains,	or	rather	the	gains	that	are	made	are	read	as	insignificant	in	comparison	to	what	is	given	by	the	artwork.	Writing	on	the	blood-letting	performances	of	Franko	B,	a	contemporary	artist	who	has	also	employed	risk	and	bodily	sacrifice	in	his	work,	Adrian	Heathfield	comments	on	this	excessive	gifting	in	his	written	exchange	with	Peggy	Phelan:	Blood	rings	alarms,	it	pushes	us	away,	it	calls	for	distance.	But	these	palms	unfurled,	these	open	arms	are	also	saying	‘I	give	this	to	you’,	‘this	is	my	gift	to	you’.	He	is	weeping	blood.	‘Don’t	cry’,	I	say,	stupidly.	But	Franko	B’s	blood	runs	through	my	instruction	like	it	runs	through	my	fingers.	I	cannot	
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hold	it	and	I	cannot	give	it	back.	An	impossible	gift.	(Phelan	and	Heathfield,	2001)	In	the	years	since,	these	works	by	Abramović,	Ulay	and	Burden	have	become	identified	as	key	moments	in	art	history,	enabling	access	to	significant	stores	of	cultural	and	financial	capital,	but	–	at	the	time	the	works	were	made	–	such	consequences	were	unknown	and,	to	some,	may	have	felt	as	probable	as	an	outcome	as	the	artists’	deaths.	These	works	were	not	sponsored	at	the	time	they	were	made,	as	noted,	they	were	part	of	an	artistic	movement	that	consciously	resisted	the	market,	but,	in	the	time	since,	the	documentation	of	these	landmark	acts	will	almost	certainly	have	been	shown	in	galleries	that	are	supported	in	this	way,	granting	a	share	of	their	authenticity	to	the	sponsoring	corporations	(although	this	is	not	to	say	that	that	the	work’s	original	force	is	necessarily	denied	in	its	entirety).		To	reiterate,	the	success	or	failure	of	such	corporate	tactics	depends	on	the	anamorphic	perception	of	those	encountering	the	sponsored	artwork.	If	corporate	gains	are	seen	to	outweigh	the	generosity	of	the	funding	awarded	(perhaps	by	being	overzealous	with	their	branding),	then	the	corporation	will	be	refused	its	status	as	co-author	of	the	work.	Instead,	it	will	be	seen	as	purchasing	a	particular	kind	of	advertising	rather	than	magnanimously	supporting	the	arts.	Sponsorship	has	to	be	seen	as	a	reciprocal	relationship,	one	in	which	the	sponsor	funds	the	art	and	then	sees	its	support	acknowledged	(it	is	thanked),	whilst	advertising	is	a	market	transaction	based	on	exchange	in	which	cultural	output	is	purchased	for	a	price.	
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others	cannot	be	so	readily	accessed.	As	an	example,	Bourdieu	talks	of	‘a	social	capital	of	relationships’	(the	personal	connection	that	an	individual	might	have	with	a	specific	group	of	people,	often	with	particular	powers,	to	whom	a	relationship	cannot	simply	be	bought),	but	the	powerlessness	of	economic	capital	to	gain	access	to	the	Illichian	blessing	is	equally	marked;	the	blessing	–	at	its	core	–	refuses	it.		This	refusal,	the	way	in	which	the	blessing	is	destroyed	if	purchased,	makes	it	incredibly	appealing	to	the	capitalist;	its	scarcity	in	the	marketplace	makes	the	market	place	immense	value	upon	it.	This	appeal	to	sponsors	of	art	has	led	to	the	development	of	an	intricate	system	in	which	the	blessing	is	converted	into	cultural	capital	and	then,	by	corporate	sleight	of	hand,	is	converted	to	finance	at	a	later	date.	Appearance	is	essential	to	this	system.	Although	the	cultural	value	of	an	institution	or	performance	may	exclude	it	from	purchase	by	financial	capital,	it	is	only	necessary	for	the	wider	public	to	anamorphically	perceive	that	no	purchase	has	been	made.	The	blessing	is	to	be	found	in	its	apparent	exclusion	of	economy;	if	a	purchase	is	made	but	is	sufficiently	well	hidden,	then	the	blessing	will	remain.	At	the	time	of	writing,	the	scale	of	the	problem	is	still	to	be	conclusively	resolved,	but	a	series	of	arrests	and	investigations	into	FIFA	in	2015	cast	‘doubt	over	[FIFA’s]	transparency	and	honesty	for	the	process	of	allocating	World	Cup	tournaments,	electing	its	president,	and	the	administration	of	funds’	(BBC,	2015a).	Such	scandal	demonstrates	that,	as	long	as	it	remains	undiscovered,	it	is	possible	for	the	blessing	-	in	this	case	a	host	nation’s	joy	at	holding	the	football	
Tim Jeeves - Towards 'Economies of Generosity' in Contemporary Live 
Art Practice 
Shopping for the Noneconomic 	
	 142	
World	Cup	-	to	be	sold;	the	corruption	just	needs	to	be	hidden	from	the	majority	of	those	encountering	it.		Appearance’s	potential	for	deception	suggests	another	reason	why	authenticity	has	a	particular	resonance	with	contemporary	capitalism.	Carol	Martin	writes	in	the	introduction	to	her	monograph	on	Theatre	of	the	Real:	With	the	unprecedented	growth	of	virtual	entertainment	and	personal	communication	technology,	our	ubiquitous	cultural	experience	of	the	real	results	from	both	live	and	virtual	performances	of	the	self	and	others	in	a	variety	of	media.	Facebook,	YouTube,	and	reality	TV	serve	as	personal	performance	vehicles.	(Martin,	2013,	p.5)	As	she	continues,	‘What	we	understand	as	the	‘really	real’	has	its	own	continuum	that	includes	the	unmediated,	the	replicated,	the	staged,	the	reconstructed,	and	also,	sometimes,	the	simulated’	(p.15).	Through	new	media,	the	self	is	(re)produced	in	a	multitude	of	locations,	with	each	reproduction	making	more	obscure	the	possibility	of	locating	an	‘original	self’.	Simultaneously,	digital	reproduction	of	all	forms	presents	a	heightened	manifestation	of	the	issues	Benjamin	raises	in	The	Work	of	Art	in	the	Age	of	Mechanical	Reproduction	(2008);	when	so	much	can	be	so	easily	reproduced	(and	with	increased	adoption	of	3D	printing,	this	is	only	likely	to	get	easier),	the	‘aura’	of	the	original	that	Benjamin	identifies	grows	more	distant.	This	being	the	case,	the	desire	for	authentic	encounters	that	goes	some	way	to	countering	the	hyperreality	of	life	amongst	the	digital	revolution	is	understandable.	In	addition,	as	market-led	capitalism	has	matured	and	consumers	have	become	more	aware	of	the	profit-orientated	priorities	of	corporations,	they	have	
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grown	more	suspicious	of	corporate	motivations.	Consumers	no	longer	necessarily	accept	things	on	the	basis	of	appearance;	the	criteria	against	which	corporations	are	assessed	as	beneficent	have	grown	stricter.	As	this	has	happened,	the	consumer	experience	of	the	sale	has	become	as	important,	if	not	more	so,	than	the	materiality	of	what	is	being	bought	(cf.	Gilmore	and	Pine,	1999).	In	particular,	the	gift	has	been	deliberately	woven	into	financial	transactions	in	order	to	minimise	any	suspicion	that	capitalism	might	be	mercenary.	For	instance,	Arlie	Russell	Hochschild,	in	her	analysis	of	the	work	and	training	of	airline	hosts	and	hostesses,	identifies	a	form	of	work	that	she	identifies	as	emotional	labour	-	‘the	management	of	feeling	to	create	a	publicly	observable	facial	and	bodily	display’	(1983,	p.7)	–	in	which	workers	are	trained	to	feel	particular	emotional	states	in	order	to	develop	desirable	relationships	with	consumers.49	Observing	that	a	shift	towards	such	labour	was	taking	place	in	the	workplace	more	broadly,50	Hochschild	notes	that	consumers	were,	in	turn,	developing	‘a	practical	knowledge	of	the	commercial	takeover	of	the	signal	function	of	feeling’	and	so,	when	encountering	emotional	labour,	would	compensate:	All	of	us	who	know	the	commercialization	of	human	feeling	at	one	remove	-	as	witness,	consumer,	or	critic	-	have	become	adept	at	recognizing	and	discounting	commercialized	feeling:	“Oh,	they	have	to	be	friendly,	that's																																																									49		 And	not	just	consumers.	Hochschild	notes	that	whilst	emotional	labour	will	take	place	in	commercial	environments,	emotional	work	will	also	take	place	outside	the	marketplace,	in	private	contexts	as	well:	‘The	party	guest	summons	up	a	gaiety	owed	to	the	host,	the	mourner	summons	up	a	proper	sadness	for	a	funeral’	(1983,	p.18).	50	 A	shift	taking	place	at	the	time	of	her	writing,	some	thirty	years	ago.	It	seems	likely	that	the	practice	is	even	more	commonplace	today.	
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corporation	is	buying	into	the	emotional	response	of	the	audience	or	viewer	of	the	work.	The	work	is	of	interest	to	the	corporation	because	of	the	response	it	generates,	the	work	itself	can	be	disregarded.	To	identify	emotional	response	as	a	commodity	to	be	capitalised	on	is	described	by	Beverley	Skeggs	as	‘affect	stripping’.	In	her	analysis	of	how	certain	forms	of	authenticity	normally	associated	with	working-class	culture	are	repackaged	as	marketing	strategies	to	the	middle	class,	the	manner	by	which	‘masculine	dirt,	sexuality	and	alienation	have	long	been	used	to	sell	music’	(2005,	p.971)	she	defines	affect	stripping	as	‘a	process	whereby	affects	are	detached	from	the	body	of	production	and	re-made	as	an	exchange-value	when	re-attached	to	the	body	that	does	not	produce	the	same	affect	but	can	capitalize	upon	it’	(ibid.).51	Although	Skeggs’	focus	is	on	the	repackaging	of	working	class	experience,	the	same	principle	can	be	applied	in	the	current	analysis.	Authentic	middle-class	experience,	in	the	form	of	theatre	and	visual	art,	is	repackaged	as	marketing	for	the	sponsor.	This	emphasis	on	the	authentic	is,	along	with	the	experience	economy,	central	to	much	current	thinking	on	good	business	practice,	with	key	texts	on	both	authored	by	the	aforementioned	Gilmore	and	Pine.52	In	a	report	that	acts	as	something	of	a	how-to	guide	for	injecting	authenticity	into	business,	they	identify																																																									51		 Interestingly,	Skeggs	draws	attention	to	the	manner	by	which	only	certain	kinds	of	authenticity	are	appropriate	to	be	repackaged;	‘the	feminine,	artifice,	vulgarity	and	the	frivolous	must	be	expelled’	(p.971)	in	the	repackaging	process,	whilst	‘white	trash	cultures	that	signify	too	authentic	and	too	primitive	(or	too	noisy	and	too	sexual)	can	be	put	to	work	as	a	source	of	realistic	and	fantastical	menace	to	the	middle	class,	as	the	‘Chav’	and	‘hen	party	menace’	demonstrate’	(p.970);	whilst	‘white	trash’	can	be	presented	as	‘menace’,	it	cannot	be	usefully	repurposed	as	marketing	tools.	52	 Gilmore	and	Pine	propose	that	‘‘rendering	authenticity’	will	one	day	roll	as	easily	off	the	tongue	among	executives	and	managers	as	‘controlling	costs’	and	‘improving	quality’…	When	consumers	want	what’s	real,	the	management	of	the	customer	perception	of	authenticity	becomes	the	primary	new	source	of	competitive	advantage’	(2009,	p.5).	
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perspective	of	the	audience	at	a	performance	(cf.	Chapter	2).	Each	individual	has	an	anamorphically	distinct	perspective	within	the	institution,	which	is	then	incorporated,	and	to	a	degree	overlooked,	when	the	institutional	perspective	as	a	whole	is	considered.		It	is	important	not	to	overstate	the	similarities	between	audience	and	institutional	psychology	however	–	institutions	exist	in	a	different	timescale	to	audiences,	are	more	bureaucratic	and	formalised	in	their	actions,	and	are	typically	hierarchical	in	nature.	However,	what	is	true	of	both	institutions	and	audiences	(as	it	is	true	of	all	groups)	is	that	on	receiving	a	gift	all	the	individuals	within	the	group	adopt	the	identity	that	the	gift	imposes	on	them.	If	there	should	be	different	attitudes	to	the	gift	amongst	individuals	within	the	group	then	these	are	either	disregarded	or	will	cause	conflict	between	the	various	interests	and	desires	within	the	group	as	to	whether	the	gift	should	be	accepted.	Bourdieu	notes	that	there	will	often	be	‘a	single	agent	or	a	small	group	of	agents’	(a	plenipotentiary)	that	is	charged	with	the	responsibility	to	avoid	such	instability;	they	‘...represent	the	group,	[…]	speak	and	act	in	its	name	and	so,	with	the	aid	of	this	collectively	owned	capital,	[…]	exercise	a	power	incommensurate	with	the	individual’s	personal	contribution’	(1986,	p.53).	Just	as	the	performance	works	that	an	individual	artist	produces	(their	performance	gifts)	are	contextualised	by	that	which	Melrose	identifies	as	their	artist	signature	(see	Chapter	1),	so	is	the	specific	quality	of	the	gifts	made	by	a	sponsor	informed	by	the	sponsor’s	history	and	background.	The	decision	on	whether	this	is	problematic	or	not	(as	well	as	whether	appropriate	levels	of	funds	are	being	donated)	is	the	plenipotentiary’s	(it	will	not	normally	be	put	out	
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for	consultation	to	all	stakeholders)	and,	once	the	decision	has	been	made,	it	is	the	plenipotentiary	that	tell	the	other	stakeholders	what	is	ethically	correct	and	commercially	necessary.	They	tell	the	rest	of	the	institution	what	they	should	feel	about	the	decision;	that	they	should	be	grateful,	that	without	the	sponsorship	the	institution	could	not	function	and	that	the	identities	of	the	institution	and	the	sponsor	correlate	comfortably	(that	the	sponsorship	deal	is	not	a	corruption	of	the	institution’s	reputation.)	Although	such	sentiments	will	often	be	explicitly	encouraged	through	a	statement	announcing	the	deal,	this	need	not	always	be	the	case.	It	is	also	expected	that	the	plenipotentiary’s	own	actions	will	define	the	appropriate	affective	response	simply	by	example.	As	Hochschild	states:		Authority	carries	with	it	a	certain	mandate	over	feeling	rules.	A	parent	may	show	a	child	how	much	fear	to	feel	about	the	new	bull	terrier	on	the	block.	An	English	literature	professor	may	suggest	to	students	how	strongly	they	should	feel	about	Rilke’s	first	Duino	Elegy.	A	supervisor	may	comment	on	a	cheer	worn	thin	in	a	secretary's	“Here's	your	correspondence,	sir.”	It	is	mainly	the	authorities	who	are	the	keepers	of	feeling	rules.	(Hochschild,	1983,	p.75)	Nevertheless,	if	the	plenipotentiary	should	push	the	implicit	command	to	feel	a	certain	way	too	far,	then	the	unified	state	of	the	institutional	identity	can	break	and	other	stakeholders	will	make	a	challenge,	other	voices	from	within	the	institution	will	make	themselves	heard	and	sometimes	the	plenipotentiary	reverse	their	decision.	This	can	be	seen	in	a	number	of	contexts	around	the	world	in	recent	years.	In	her	Financial	Times	article,	Rachel	Spence	acknowledges	some	such	campaigns:	
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...	the	São	Paulo	Biennial	dropped	the	logo	of	the	Israeli	Embassy	after	artists	and	curators	complained.	A	week	earlier,	the	Gwangju	Bienniale’s	president	resigned	and	various	artists	withdrew	after	its	financial	backer,	the	city’s	government,	censored	a	work.	Both	Manifesta	in	Russia	and	the	Sydney	Biennale	have	been	hit	by	boycotts.	Frieze	Art	Fair	in	New	York	ran	into	trouble	for	using	non-unionised	labour,	and	the	organisation	has	now	agreed	to	employ	only	unionised	workers	next	year.	(2014)	Broadening	the	term	‘corruption’	to	mean	more	than	just	illicit	or	illegal	acts,	Sandel	proposes	that:	‘To	corrupt	a	good	or	a	social	practice	is	to	degrade	it,	to	treat	it	to	a	lower	mode	of	valuation	than	is	appropriate	to	it’	(2012,	p.34).	Whilst	the	specific	reasons	for	the	various	campaigns	that	are	making	these	challenges	are	varied	and	complex,	all	can	be	seen	to	be	a	reaction	to	the	perceived	corruption	of	the	blessings	and	the	cultural	capital	within	the	artworks	that	the	stakeholders’	identify	with.		Of	particular	contemporary	concern,	particularly	in	the	UK,	is	the	current	sponsorship	of	art	institutions	by	oil	companies.	Perhaps	the	most	prominent	target	of	this	has	been	the	Tate	galleries,	in	part	because	the	current	Chair	of	the	Tate’s	Board	of	Trustees	(Lord	Browne)	was	previously	also	Chief	Executive	of	BP	(Tate,	nd).	In	a	context	where	there	is	much	critique	of		‘green-washing’	and	the	way	by	which	such	sponsorship	grants	these	companies	a	‘social	license	to	operate’	(Platform,	2011),	it	is	often	argued	that	the	Tate	is	being	utilised	to	shift	the	public’s	perception	of	BP,	making	their	identity	less	about	the	damage	caused	by	disasters	such	as	2010’s	Deepwater	Horizon	oil	spill	and	climate	change	more	
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broadly,	and	more	one	in	which	they	are	seen	with	propriety	as	kind	sponsors	of	art.	
Challenges and Actions - The Gifts that Liberated Tate The	material	presence	of	a	sponsor	within	an	artwork	will	normally	be	achieved	by	inserting	its	logo	into	the	exhibition	/	performance	space	and	publicity	materials.	As	a	distilled	form	of	a	company’s	identity,	its	logo	is	of	key	importance;	as	the	activist	group	Liberate	Tate	poetically	describes	it:	‘the	mark	[of	its	logo]	helps	BP	to	seep	into	the	fabric	of	the	building,	its	organs,	into	the	visitor’s	personal	experience	and	out	into	the	world	as	benign’	(2015,	p.5).	This	being	the	case,	logos	present	a	ready	target	for	those	who	wish	to	voice	their	dissatisfaction	with	a	sponsorship	arrangement.	If	the	logo	is	disallowed,	made	alien,	and	identified	as	something	that	does	not	belong	in	the	institution,	then	the	sponsor’s	status	as	co-author	will	be	denied	and	the	blurring	of	identities	between	sponsor	and	institution	diminished.	In	2011,	Reverend	Billy	and	the	Church	of	Earthalujah,	a	secular	gospel	choir	and	activist	group,	attempted	exactly	such	an	expulsion	when	they	conducted	an	‘exorcism’	of	BP	from	the	Tate	Modern	(Talen,	2011).	After	an	evangelical	sermon,	“British	Petroleum...	destroyer	of	the	Gulf	of	Mexico	and	so	much	else...	the	tar	sands	of	Alberta,	Canada....	so	much	else	around	the	world...	CANNOT	be	sponsoring	the	Miró	exhibit...”,	Billy	Talen,	the	charismatic	preacher	and	leader	of	the	group	was	then	‘anointed’	with	oil-like	molasses	whilst	calling	out	that	‘BP	money	is	the	devil’.	With	a	full	gospel	chorus	accompanying	him,	he	approached	an	advertising	hoarding	and	defaced	the	BP	logo	by	smearing	his	molasses	covered	suit,	hair	and	body	over	it.	The	bold	humour	and	charisma	of	
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the	Science	Museum’s	decision	to	also	end	its	deal	with	Shell	(Vaughan,	2015),54	and	the	Royal	Shakespeare	Company’s	statement	that,	beyond	the	World	Shakespeare	Festival	(which	concluded	in	2014),	they	have	no	plans	to	work	with	BP	(Jupp,	2012).		To	counter	these	activist	successes,	in	July	2016	BP	announced	a	five-year	sponsorship	plan	of	the	British	Museum,	the	National	Portrait	Gallery,	the	Royal	Opera	House	and	(in	an	about-face	of	the	RSC’s	earlier	announcement),	the	Royal	Shakespeare	Company.55	Whilst	this	announcement	showed	a	25%	reduction	in	the	5-year	sponsorship	spend	that	BP	announced	in	2011	(Brown,	2016a)	suggesting	that	BP	are	less	confident	in	such	a	strategy,	the	activists	that	constitute	Art	not	Oil	have	pledged	to	continue	making	interventions	in	arts	centres	around	the	UK,	giving	talks	and	bringing	indigenous	activists	to	the	UK	from	some	of	the	areas	most	affected	by	oil	drilling.	There	are	voices	that	are	critical	of	the	actions	of	the	Art	not	Oil	coalition	and	others	like	them,	most	commonly	making	the	argument	that	dirty	money	has	always	been	close	to	the	arts,	and	that	in	times	of	austerity,	the	arts	need	money	from	wherever	they	can	get	it	(Jenkins,	2010).	Such	arguments	hold	less	weight	since	a	2014	freedom	of	information	request	revealed	that	BP	only	contributed	an	average	of	0.5%	of	Tate’s	annual	budget	between	1990	and	2006	(Platform,	2015,	p.1).56	On	occasions,	it	will	be	claimed	that	such	campaigns	against	oil	sponsorship	or	other	controversial	sponsors	have	no	impact,	and	that	the	public	
																																																								54		 Although	their	relationship	with	BP	continues.	55		 It	is	worth	noting	that	this	is	an	area	in	which	significant	change	happens	very	quickly,	and	any	attempt	to	report	it	will	soon	be	out	of	date.	56		 In	July	2016,	an	information	tribunal	ruled	that	Tate	Britain	should	also	release	figures	for	2007	to	2011	(Brown,	2016b).		
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are	fundamentally	uninterested	(Editorial,	2014).	Nevertheless,	there	are	significant	numbers	of	artists,	activists	and	other	interested	parties,	that	welcome	and	encourage	these	actions,	that	encounter	them	as	saturated	phenomena,	that	receive	them	as	successful	gifts.	As	was	previously	observed,	there	is	a	link	between	cultural	capital	and	the	saturated	phenomenon.	Those	whose	anamorphic	encounter	with	the	phenomenon	experience	it	as	saturated	will	also	grant	cultural	capital	to	those	that	are	close	to	the	phenomenon,	that	are	witness	to	or	are	an	active	part	of	it	(for	these	people	are	a	part	of	the	phenomenon,	and	it	is	a	part	of	them;	it	becomes	a	story	that	they	tell).	Alongside	the	desire	to	implement	political	change,	this	desire	to	be	a	part	of	the	story	can	encourage	people	to	act,	and	it	is	interesting	to	note	the	intelligence	of	the	tactics	used	by	the	activist	groups	to	encourage	this.	The	recent	Fossil	Funds	Free	pledge,	made	by	over	300	artists,	organisations	and	culture	lovers	states	that:	We	do	not	take	any	oil,	coal,	or	gas	corporate	sponsorship	for	our	cultural	work.	We	call	on	our	peers	and	institutional	partners	to	refuse	fossil	fuel	funding	too.	(Fossil	Funds	Free,	2015)	All	artists	and	organisations	that	sign	up	to	the	pledge	are	asked	to	display	the	Fossil	Funds	Free	logo,	a	badge	that	announces	the	commitment	to	the	scheme,	that	brings	the	pledge	into	their	work	in	exactly	the	same	way	as	the	BP	logo	brings	their	corporate	identity	inside	the	work	that	they	sponsor.	For	the	majority	of	those	pledging	(viewable	as	a	list	on	the	project’s	website),	there	is	a	minimal	chance	that	they	would	be	offered	funding	by	Big	Oil.	
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to	a	number	of	highly	visible	performance	actions	within	the	space	of	the	gallery	(including	at	private	BP	parties	hosted	in	the	Tate).	Throughout,	they	have	shown	a	high	regard	for	aesthetics:	the	presentation	of	their	performance	work,	the	vernacular	of	the	writing	used	to	describe	it,	and	the	contextual	references	to	activist	intervention	and	fine	art	histories	that	they	utilize	allows	their	protests	to	sit	comfortably	as	art	works	alongside	the	art	that	Tate	more	deliberately	presents.	As	they	note	in	a	Performance	Research	article	introducing	their	work:	Freedom	of	information	requests	to	Tate	have	made	us	aware	of	the	institutional	response	to	our	work,	which	has	caused	much	discussion	at	board	level.	Tate	has	kept	a	detailed	record	of	all	our	performances	and	their	coverage	in	international	media,	doing	the	work	of	documenting	our	practice	for	us	and	also	revealing	the	concerns	held	around	the	impact	we	have.	(Liberate	Tate,	2012a,	p.138)	In	many	ways,	their	work	can	be	understood	as	a	series	of	gifts	to	Tate	-	they	meet	the	institution	on	its	terms,	using	its	language,	and	ask	it	to	accept	the	identity	that	each	gift	proposes.	They	do	not	present	an	assault	on	the	gallery	system	as	a	whole.	There	is	–	amidst	the	determined	criticism	of	BP	-	something	deeply	respectful	in	Liberate	Tate’s	attitude	towards	Tate;	they	retweet	articles	praising	the	Tate	Modern’s	new	director	[Guardian,	2016]	and	offer	congratulations	to	new	board	members	on	taking	up	their	post	(Liberate	Tate,	2016).	They	do	not	allow	themselves	to	be	written	off	as	nihilists	or	blindly	hostile	antagonists.	Whilst	they	have	not	articulated	their	position	in	her	terms,	Liberate	Tate’s	attitude	to	the	Tate	can	be	conceptualised	using	Chantal	Mouffe’s	theory	
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around	agonism.	To	use	Mouffe’s	terminology,	Liberate	Tate	are	adversaries	to	the	Tate,	not	its	enemy.	She	explains	what	such	opposition	is	by	saying	that:		…	the	central	category	of	democratic	politics	is	the	category	of	the	'adversary',	the	opponent	with	whom	one	shares	a	common	allegiance	to	the	democratic	principles	of	'liberty	and	equality	for	all',	while	disagreeing	about	their	interpretation.	Adversaries	fight	against	each	other	because	they	want	their	interpretation	of	the	principles	to	become	hegemonic,	but	they	do	not	put	into	question	the	legitimacy	of	their	opponent's	right	to	fight	for	the	victory	of	their	position.	(Mouffe,	2013,	p.7)	Mouffe’s	distinction	arises	from	her	work	on	the	inevitability	of	conflict	within	societal	structures.	Deriving	this	belief	from	observations	that	society	is	‘permeated	by	contingency	and	any	order	is…	always	the	expression	of	power	relations’	and	that	there	is	‘a	form	of	negativity	that	cannot	be	overcome	dialectically’	(p.xi),	Mouffe’s	position	is	that	the	work	of	establishing	a	society	of	‘consensus	without	exclusion’	should	be	abandoned,	with	ways	of	managing	conflict	providing	a	more	appropriate	goal	to	work	towards.	Therefore,	she	proposes	that	rather	than	being	‘antagonistic’,	which	risks	leading	‘to	the	destruction	of	the	political	association’,	opposition	should	be	‘agonistic’,	a	form	of	‘conflictual	consensus	–	[in	which	those	involved]	agree	about	the	ethico-political	principles	which	organize	their	political	association	but	disagree	about	the	interpretation	of	these	principles’	(p.138).	Liberate	Tate	are	not	proposing	that	the	Tate	should	be	boycotted	by	those	stakeholders	that	disagree	with	the	oil	sponsorship,	the	millions	of	visitors	that	constitute	a	significant	part	of	its	identity,	the	visitors	that	will	inevitably	
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include	members	of	Liberate	Tate	itself:	‘What	is	at	stake	is	not	any	'withering	away'	of	the…	variety	of	institutions	through	which	pluralism	is	organized’	(p.75).	Instead,	they	are	proposing	a	transformation	of	the	existing	institution	into	something	more	accommodating	of	social	and	environmental	justice,	a	transformation	that	will	see	it	move	towards	becoming	‘a	vehicle	for	the	expression	of	the	manifold	of	democratic	demands	which	would	extend	the	principle	of	equality	to	as	many	social	relations	as	possible’	(ibid.).	In	the	specific	instance	of	Liberate	Tate,	these	tactics	did	prove	eventually	successful,	the	relationship	between	BP	and	Tate	has	been	dissolved;	a	small	but	not	insignificant	victory	in	the	green	movement’s	fight	against	fossil	fuel	reliance	and	climate	change.	They	made	a	total	of	19	interventions	over	a	period	of	nearly	4	years	before	the	sponsorship	deal	with	BP	was	concluded,	and	it	is	apparent	that	the	pressure	was	building	for	some	time	before	the	actual	end	of	the	deal	in	March	2016	(Khomami,	2016)	.	As	was	noted	by	the	group	Platform	as	early	as	2012,	a	Tate	internal	rebrand	saw	‘The	Oil	Tanks’,	a	space	dedicated	to	performance	work	since	launched	by	the	Tate,	renamed	as	simply	‘The	Tanks’.	(Platform,	2012)	As	an	example	of	both	the	collective’s	respectful	concern	and	their	uncompromising	direct	action,	an	action	entitled	The	Gift	is,	in	many	ways,	typical.	A	performance	intervention	made	in	July	2012,	it	saw	the	collective	install	‘a	16.5	metre,	one	and	a	half	tonne	wind	turbine	blade	in	Tate	Modern’s	Turbine	Hall’	(Liberate	Tate,	2012b).	As	a	sculptural	form,	there	is	a	keen	sense	of	aesthetics	to	the	slim	elegance	of	the	turbine	blade	itself,	and	a	site-specified	poetics	identifiable	in	its	installation	(in	a	sense,	its	return)	to	the	space	that	used	
Tim Jeeves - Towards 'Economies of Generosity' in Contemporary Live 
Art Practice 
Shopping for the Noneconomic 	
	 159	
to	hold	the	massive	generator	when	the	gallery	was	Bankside	Power	Station.	As	a	forbidden	intervention,	an	unwanted	intrusion	that	literally	claims	space	back	from	the	Bourdieusian	plenipotentiary	for	a	broader	group	of	Tate	‘owners’,	it	makes	concrete	Liberate	Tate’s	mission,	albeit	with	unfailing	politeness	towards	the	security	guards	blocking	their	path	from	the	black	clad	activists	-	‘It’s	quite	heavy,	watch	your	toes’	(Vice,	2012).	Amidst	the	politeness	however,	there	is	determined	force,	a	sense	of	controlled	violence	in	the	pushes	past	the	security	that	are	necessary	for	the	success	of	this	kind	of	challenge;	as	another	member	of	the	collective	tells	a	security	guard	who	lies	down	in	the	path	of	the	blade:	“It	is	happening	-	it	is	happening.	It’s	an	art	project.”	(ibid.)		Its	legal	status	as	a	gift	is	also	interesting.	Offered	to	Tate	under	the	provisions	of	the	Museums	and	Galleries	Act	1992,	the	Trustees	were	obliged	to	debate	whether	to	accept	the	sculpture	into	their	permanent	collection	or	not.	Through	this	debate,	the	activists	brought	their	criticism	to	the	highest	level	of	the	organization	(directly	to	the	plenipotentiary),	who	then	had	to	decide	whether	to	accept	the	gift,	and	all	that	this	signified	in	terms	of	their	identity,	or	to	actively	refuse	it,	which	had	no	less	significance	in	defining	their	status	and	priorities	as	an	organization.	To	a	degree	they	were	offered	a	choice	between	the	gift	of	BP	sponsorship	and	The	Gift	from	Liberate	Tate.	By	offering	their	gift	through	such	formally	legitimate	channels,	Liberate	Tate	ensured	that	their	gift	was	of	equal	status	with	BP’s	and	that	official	records	would	need	to	be	taken.	The	Tate	trustees	were	forced	to	act	with	more	than	just	contemporary	eyes	upon	them,	it	was	clear	that	future	historians	would	reflect	on	the	inevitable	testament	to	their	identity	and	ethical	position	that	their	decision	would	entail.	
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Nevertheless,	at	least	in	this	specific	instance,	the	trustees	decided	to	refuse	the	gift.	In	a	letter	from	director	of	Tate,	Nicholas	Serota,	it	was	stated	that	‘In	line	with	the	current	strategy,	commitments	and	priorities	for	the	Collection	and	the	size	of	the	object	in	relations	to	existing	pressures	on	collection	care	—the	offer	of	The	Gift	is	declined’	(Miliard,	2012).	This	refusal	to	accept	Liberate	Tate’s	offering	(and	thus	the	identity	that	the	activists	wished	for	the	Tate)	continued	beyond	the	specific	instance	of	The	Gift.	Even	when	the	cessation	of	the	sponsorship	arrangement	had	been	announced,	the	role	of	Liberate	Tate	in	determining	this	was	denied.	Instead,	Tate	continued	to	express	gratitude	for	the	gifts	they	had	received	from	BP,	identifying	them	as	‘an	outstanding	example	of	patronage	and	collaboration	over	nearly	30	years’	(Clark,	2016).		How	funding	is	presented	is	of	prime	importance	in	maintaining	the	integrity	of	cultural	capital.	Writing	on	the	university	system,	and	how	honorary	degrees	will	sometimes	be	bestowed	on	philanthropic	beneficiaries,	Sandel	proposes	a	hypothetical	situation:		Suppose	the	citation	at	commencement	read:	"We	confer	honorary	degrees	upon	distinguished	scientists	and	artists	for	their	achievements.	But	we	award	you	this	degree	in	thanks	for	the	$10	million	you	gave	us	to	build	a	new	library."	Such	an	award	would	scarcely	count	as	an	honorary	degree.	Of	course,	citations	are	never	written	that	way.	They	speak	of	public	service,	philanthropic	commitment,	and	dedication	to	the	university's	mission	–	an	honorific	vocabulary	that	blurs	the	distinction	between	an	honorary	degree	and	a	bought	one.		(Sandel,	2012,	p.108)	
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‘[c]ulture	secretary	Maria	Miller	has	in	recent	months	suggested	that	there	should	be	some	criteria	for	measuring	the	"worth"	of	culture.	She	described	British	culture	as	"a	commodity	worth	buying	into".	The	trouble	is,	culture	can	be	an	enormously	powerful	vehicle	for	change,	but	it's	a	vehicle	with	no	steering	wheel.	It's	unpredictable.	You	could	easily	argue	that	the	Beatles	played	a	crucial	role	in	the	winning	of	the	cold	war.	But	Lennon	and	McCartney	never	did	a	PowerPoint	presentation	with	an	extensive	list	of	the	aims	and	objectives.	(Cottrell	Boyce,	2013)	Such	unpredictability	is	integral	to	the	gift	of	theatre,	it	cannot	be	calculated	or	known	ahead	of	time.	When	funding	proposals	demand	that	a	work	is	articulated	clearly	and	with	precision	ahead	of	time,	they	diminish	what	the	work	could	be.	They	refuse	its	possibility	to	be	a	blessing.	Illich	writes	that	the	reward	from	the	blessing	cannot	be	anticipated,	that	it	is	found	in	‘the	rediscovery	of	the	present	as	it	moves	out	of	the	future's	shadow’	(Illich,	1988).	As	was	argued	in	Chapter	Two,	when	the	gift	is	demarcated	before	it	is	given,	when	it	‘delimits	itself’	(Derrida,	1992,	p.91)	it	disallows	the	possibility	for	excess,	and	when	it	looks	to	transmit	‘information’	it	becomes	a	tool	for	‘business	or	power’	(Lyotard,	1984,	p.86).	In	the	most	fundamental	sense	it	diminishes	its	ability	to	function	as	a	gift.	The	blessing	spurns	conventional	economic	thinking	and	normative	ideas	of	progress,	it	is	‘the	non-economic	boon	which	surprises	us	when	hope	in	development	fades’	(Illich,	1988).	It	is	this	disavowal	of	the	need	to	develop	that	is	key	to	the	funding	argument	I	am	proposing.	This	is	not	to	say	that	development	will	cease	–	it	is	
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most	likely	inevitable	in	some	form	or	another.	Rather,	the	argument	I	am	making	is	that	it	is	not	something	to	be	aimed	for.	Current	systems,	and	the	direction	in	which	they	are	changing,	mean	that	there’s	a	risk	of	stifling	the	creative	process	in	a	manner	akin	to	the	blueprinting	discussed	in	Chapter	2.	‘Strategic’	funding,	whether	by	a	corporation,	the	state,	or	a	philanthropic	individual	does,	by	its	very	nature,	have	an	eye	on	the	financial,	social	or	reputational	gains	which	the	funder	might	make.		Finite	funds	do	of	course	need	to	be	distributed	with	an	eye	to	what	will	be	produced	by	artists;	I	am	not	arguing	for	free	distribution	of	the	Arts	Council	budget	to	anyone	that	asks	for	it.	However,	the	current	emphasis	on	strategic	gains,	whilst	apparently	insignificant,	does	nevertheless	create	subtle	change	in	what	is	made	–	it	is	not	the	same	art	as	would	be	made	without	such	additional	criteria.	Just	as	sponsorship	alters	how	an	artwork	is	experienced,	so	do	these		criteria	alter	how	artworks	are	made.		Sometimes,	this	change	can	be	positive.	Well-thought	out	and	carefully	run	schemes	that	address	imbalances	in	the	ecology	of	cultural	capital	do	have	a	place	in	the	art	world	–	of	course	they	do.	But	when	it	comes	to	funding	artwork,	many	of	the	criteria	imposed	on	artists	that	define	‘success’	(sometimes	by	the	artists	themselves)	have	negative	impact,	and	alter	what’s	made	for	the	worse.	Such	change,	Illich	describes	as	‘disvalue’.	Developed	alongside	his	concept	of	the	blessing,	Illich	uses	disvalue	to	describe	what	is	lost	through	the	activity	that	destroys	the	blessing,	a	loss	“that	cannot	be	gauged	in	economic	terms”(1992,	p.44).	It	is	a	term	that	acts	to	challenge	conventional	notions	of	valuation	and	progress;	disvalue	is	‘the	wasting	of	commons	and	culture	with	the	result	that	
Tim Jeeves - Towards 'Economies of Generosity' in Contemporary Live 
Art Practice 
Shopping for the Noneconomic 	
	 164	
traditional	labor	is	voided	of	its	power	to	generate	subsistence’	(p.76).	Giving	the	example	of	the	domination	of	the	car,	the	way	by	which	‘vehicles	have	established	a	radical	monopoly	over	locomotion’,	he	notes	that	there	is	no	way	by	which	the	economist	can	‘gauge	the	experience	of	the	person	who	loses	the	effective	use	of	his	feet’	(ibid.)	with	the	changes	in	perception	and	capacity	such	loss	implies.	When	funding	looks	beyond	the	art	that	it	is	funding,	when	it	is	about	more	than	enabling	the	successful	gift,	the	increase	in	disvalue	is	marked,	even	if	an	economist	is	unable	to	quantify	what	is	lost.	This	can	be	seen	every	time	an	artist	develops	a	project	and	feels	they	need	to	shoehorn	engagement	with	a	disadvantaged	or	minority	community	in	order	to	increase	their	chances	of	securing	Arts	Council	funding.	Or	each	time	a	young	theatre	company	surrenders	to	the	belief	that	getting	a	particular	organisation’s	logo	on	the	flyer	for	their	show	somehow	makes	their	work	better.	Or	when	festivals	insert	the	nationality	of	the	artists	that	are	performing	there	next	to	their	name,	as	if	to	suggest	that	this	increases	the	global	import	of	the	work	shown.	58		Without	wishing	to	argue	for	a	utopian	idyll	in	which	all	forms	of	capital	are	meaningless,59	a	shift	away	from	the	emphasis	on	capital	gain	does	seem	necessary.	Investing	(energy	as	well	as	finance)	without	any	obvious	return	may																																																									58		 In	a	Facebook	post,	artist	Brian	Lobel	addresses	some	of	the	political	implications	of	this	habit	by	writing:	‘Now	more	than	ever	(although	it's	never	not	been	the	case),	borders	are	real,	horrifyingly	impervious	things,	and	I	think	we	could	all	think	more	critically	about	what	it	means	to	identify	ourselves	-	and	the	work	we	create	-	with	a	relatively-unremarked-upon	(USA/UK)	(or	the	like)’	(Lobel,	2015).	59		 Bourdieu	notes	that	capital	is	necessary	for	a	society	of	varied	existences	than	does	not	rely	solely	on	chance	for	their	formation.	It	ensures	that	the	social	world	is	not	‘reduced	to	a	discontinuous	series	of	instantaneous	mechanical	equilibria	between	agents	who	are	treated	as	interchangeable	particles’	and	is	that	which	‘makes	the	games	of	society	–	not	least,	the	economic	game	–	something	other	than	simple	games	of	chance	offering	at	every	moment	the	possibility	of	a	miracle’	(1986,	p.46).	
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feel	like	‘wastage’,	but	from	another	perspective,	this	wastage	is,	in	fact,	excess,	the	same	excess	that	constitutes	the	saturated	phenomenon.	Such	wastage	is	an	inevitable	accompaniment	to	the	successful	gifts	that	will	be	found	in	a	vibrant	arts	ecology,	a	vibrant	society.	


































































































































































































































E-mail sent to SCUDD e-mail list, 22nd November 2012 








7th December 2013 				
And so it was I entered the broken world 
To trace the visionary company of love, its voice 
An instant in the wind [I know not whither hurled] 
But not for long to hold each desperate choice. 
 
HART CRANE 
The Broken Tower 
	














































    
 
  



















































   
  


















































































PERFORMER:	 	 It's	not	a	bed,	when	I	was	on	a	bed,	I'd	be	sick.	Every	time.	Horizontal,	sick.	Horizontal,	sick.		 This	is	after:	the	food	was	through	a	tube,	straight	into	the	bloodstream,	food,	blood	and	marrow.	Through	a	tube,	straight	in	to	the	bloodstream.	There	was	nothing	in	my	stomach.	But	still	I'd	manage	to	find	something	from	somewhere	to	throw	up.	Horizontal,	sick.	Horizontal,	sick.		 ‘I	don't	like	a	bed	that	gives	much’,	said	Blanche.	What	did	this	one	give?		 That	was	after,	but	at	the	beginning	of	this	time	that	we're	looking	back	to,	fifteen	years	ago	–	why	are	we	talking	about	this	now?	-	fifteen	years	ago,	I'd	lie	down	each	day,	on	a	clinical	receptacle	that	wasn't	a	bed.		It	had	a	mattress	and	it	was	flat,	it	didn't	have	wheels	and	on	the	horizontal	it	was	longer	and	wider	than	a	large	person's	body,	but	still	it	





He	changes	pose.		 Later	still…	(he	pauses)	they	keep	you	waiting.	There's	daily	routine.			 Bloods	taken,	early,	loudly,	blood	is	taken.	Not	by	force,	they	can't	take	it	by	force,	but	there's	little	chance	to	say	no.	Then	you	wait.	Then.	You.	Wait.		 They	tell	you	that	your	counts	haven't	come	up	yet.	But	that's	not	bad,	because	they	wouldn't	expect	them	to.	No,	not	yet.	Need	to	keep	waiting.		 Horizontal,	sick.	Horizontal,	sick.	
	 I	faint	as	I	sit	on	the	commode,	12	inches	from	the	bed.		 “I	don't	know	what	happens	if	you	don't	get	any	sleep	but	I	think	it's	happening	to	me.”		 They	keep	you	waiting.	You	wait.	And	you	wait.		
HE	changes	pose.		 And	then	one	day,	there's	news.	Good	news.	You're	not	going	to	die	like	this,	stranded	and	stuck,	watching	the	wait	for	an	immune	system	that	isn't	going	to	arrive	change	into	the	wait	for	an	infection	that	certainly	will.	You're	not	going	to	die	like	this,	there's	hope	for	you	yet,	and	you're	watching	a	David	Attenborough	documentary	about	bloody	hippos	when	you	find	out.		 Hippos?	This	moment,	the	moment	that	means	the	rest	of	your	life	stands	a	chance	of	actually	starting,	this	moment	is	going	to	be	forever	stuck	to	hippos.		



































Another	 slide	 is	 shown;	 on	 this	 we	 see	 a	 Hickman	 line	 running	 in	 to	 the	
PERFORMER's	chest.	




















RECORDING:		 	 Dear	Blanche.		You	were	born	into	a	world	you	weren't	equipped	to	deal	with,	and	in	some	ways,	I	think	the	same	was	true	of	me.	I	was	lucky	though;	someone	stepped	forward	to	save	me.	The	person	who	came	for	you	locked	you	away.		 I	think	on	our	stories,	and	I	think	about	the	ways	things	could	have	been	different.	I	remember	that	you	were	told	to	take	a	streetcar	named	Desire,	transfer	to	one	called	Cemeteries,	ride	six	blocks	and	got	off	at	Elysian	Fields.		My	journey	isn’t	finished	yet,	though	yours	is,	and	you	never	arrived	at	the	Elysium	you	were	promised.		 You	know	more	than	most	that	the	words	on	the	page	are	fixed,	that	once	they've	been	written	the	shape	of	the	play	is	determined.		People	might	read	it	differently,	but	your	fate	remains	essentially	the	same.		 But	what	about	when	it's	performed?	You’ve	made	your	entrance	tens	of	thousands	of	times,	and	each	of	those	moments	was	created	anew.		




Performers	are	able	to	do	things	differently;	they're	not	slaves	to	the	text	they’ve	been	given,	and	sometimes	–	when	they’ve	forgotten	their	lines,	or	the	director	has	chosen	to	do	things	differently	–	things	do	change.			 But	we	never	see	you	smash	the	bottle	in	Stanley's	face,	or	Mitch	accept	your	apology,	or	Stella	report	Stanley	to	the	police.		The	story	is	always	told	the	way	that	it's	always	been	told.		Because	we	want	it	to	be	told	like	that.			 We	want	your	story	to	end	the	way	it	does.	It	would	spoil	Tennessee	Williams’	play	if	it	ended	any	other	way.		 Somewhere	within	the	story	that	is	being	told	here	this	evening,	our	two	stories	meet;	they	become	attached	to	one	other,	bonded	with	what	I	think	you	might	call	a	deep,	sincere	attachment.			 I	want	to	thank	you	for	that	deep,	sincere	attachment,	even	as	I	apologise	for	wanting	your	story	to	end	the	way	it	always	does.		 Thank	you	Blanche	DuBois.		 All	my	love,	Tim	 	






























































PERFORMER:	 We	all	have	certain	people	that	are	never	far	from	our	thoughts.	And	we	all	have	certain	people	that	might	not	be	in	our	thoughts	very	often,	but	when	they	are	there,	they	fill	our	minds.		 The	words	think	and	thank	share	a	common	root.		That's	why	the	two	words	are	so	similar.		 Think.	Thank.		 When	it	comes	to	surviving	cancer	there’s	a	lot	of	people	to	thank.	It	wasn’t	just	my	donor	that	gave	a	lot	to	me	in	that	time.		There’s	also,	of	course,	a	lot	of	people	to	think	about	it	in	Streetcar.			At	the	start	of	the	1951	Streetcar	film,	when	Blanche	–	played	by	Vivien	Leigh	-	first	arrives	in	New	Orleans,	there’s	a	fantastic	framing	shot;	one	that	gives	a	sense	of	the	vibrancy	and	the	life	within	the	quarter,	and	one	










The parents of my donor. 
Those people on the roads that drove a little more carefully when they saw 
the hospital car that was carrying my new marrow. 






Amelia, Sam, Sophie, Alan, Michael and Paul. 
The other nurses whose names I can't remember so easily. 
The nurses whose names I never knew. 
The lab staff I never met. 
My mum and dad. 
Carol, Monica and Chris Nick. 






Dr E. Donnall Thomas - who pioneered bone marrow transplantation in the 
50s and 60s. 
The agency nurses. 
Tinky winky, Ipsy dipsy, La-La and Po. 
Julia. 
My brother Paul. 
The man in the weird food hall on Oxford Street that gave me the radar key so 
that I could use the disabled toilet. 
David Attenborough and the hippos. 
Stanley. 
All those people that helped develop Cyclophosphomide, that identified ways 
of controlling x-rays, gamma rays, and electron beams, and found the 
antibiotics that keep people without an immune system alive (at least for a 
short while). 
These people's boyfriends and girlfriends, husbands and wives. 
Their friends. 
The people working in the supermarket where my donor buys their food. 
The hospital Labrador. 
The person who produced Cher’s ‘Do you believe in life after love?’  
 
  








Blanche and Stella arrive home after watching a show; Stanley and his 
friends are playing poker. The women go into the back room whilst the 






































































































PERFORMER: You get some work as a film extra and are asked to carry a 
chicken by its feet, in a busy street scene. 
After your scene you joke with a friend about why the chicken crossed the 
road. 
 
PERFORMER: You had an interesting conversation with someone about geese. 
He told you how different members of the flock take it in turns to fly at the front of 
the V formation. You pointed out that, whilst they had a clear sense of leadership 
within their group, it was nice that they never fixed on one bird as leader. 
 
PERFORMER: You hear about a man who had three personalities in his one 
body; at times he believed that he was Jesus, at others, the devil, and at others still he 
thought he was Darth Vader. 
He had a plan and his plan was to fly to New York, buy a gun and take a boat to India. 
From there he would sail out to Sri Lanka and, as he smoked a huge spliff on his boat, 
he would watch the sky and wait. 
The first shooting star that he saw crashing down through the heavens would be his 
cue. He would take his gun and blow his brains out. 
Unfortunately he bought a ticket for Newark in New Jersey rather than New York on 
the East Coast, and in the ensuing confusion (for as well as this, he had no luggage 
and made many mistakes filling in the required forms) he was sent back to London 
and locked up for the rest of his life. 
 
	
PERFORMER: You wake up in the middle of the night from a bad dream. You 
weren’t terrified or in a cold sweat or anything like that; but it was a bad dream and a 
relief to wake up. 
In your dream you had poured petrol on yourself and set yourself on fire. You 











SCENE TEN - Now 
 
With the audience now seated in an end-on arrangement thanks to the prompts for 
arranging the chairs in the previous scene, the space grows dark and the performer 
sits in a spotlight centre-stage.  
 
PERFORMER:  Some moments are anticipated more than others. We 
spend time practising them, imagining details and fleshing out other people’s 
reactions. 
 
This time… the time that is passing now… is - for me - a series of such moments. 
Meeting my donor would be another.  
 
I’ve tried to imagine who would be here that I knew.  
And who would be here that I’ve never met before.  
If I don’t know you, I’ve wondered about what you look like, what you might think of 
what I’ve told you about myself, whether you’re someone I’d hit it off with straight 
away if we met – say in the pub in half an hours time – or, if we spent any time 
together, would things simply get a little uncomfortable.  
I’ve wondered what it might mean for me if I think you’re self-obsessed, or racist, or 
even just a bit dull.  
 
When I’ve imagined these moments that make up this time that is passing now, I’ve 
wondered what it would feel like to be with you.  
Whether or not I’d be able to gauge your mood; whether you'd be smiling, or have 
your eyes closed, or whether you’d have another expression on your face. 
 
I’ve spent time practising these moments; imagining the details and fleshing out your 
reaction, although of course, only a little of what I imagined actually felt like what 
we’re feeling now. 
 
Once this is done, he gathers up some of the balloons from where they were blown up 
in the previous section, and sits down with them in a pile next to him.  
He empties his lungs, blowing out as hard as he can. He breathes in by sucking the air 
in from the balloon. This air he breathes into a larger balloon. He repeats this from a 
selection of balloons whilst the following text is displayed on the projection screen 
above him. 
 
Can I ask you a question? 
Yes. What? 
How old are you? 
Why do you want to know? 
I talked to my mother about you and she said, 'How old is ______?' And I wasn't 
able to tell her. 
You talked to your mother about me? 
Yes. 
Why? 
I told my mother how nice you were, and I liked you. 




Were you sincere about that? 
You know I was. 
Why did your mother want to know my age? 
Mother is sick. 
I'm sorry to hear it. Badly? 
She won't live long. Maybe just a few months. 
Oh. 
She worries because I'm not settled. 
Oh. 
She wants me to be settled down before she - 
You love her very much, don't you? 
Yes. 
I think you have a great capacity for devotion. You will be lonely when she passes 
on, won't you? 
I understand what that is. 
To be lonely? 
I loved someone, too, and the person I loved is lost. 
 
RECORDING:  You need somebody. And I need somebody, too. Could it be – 
you and me? 	
A	slideshow	of	the	images	from	which	the	SIGNATURE	SEQUENCE	has	been	drawn	
is	shown.		
PERFORMER:	 What	do	you	want	to	happen	now?		 For	donor	number:	8/001929.		Thank	you.			
 
